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DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 
APPROPRIATIONS FOR 2013 


Wednesday, February 15, 2012. 

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 
WITNESS 

HON. JANET NAPOLITANO, SECRETARY, UNITED STATES DEPART- 
MENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 

Chairman Aderholt: Opening Remarks 

Mr. Aderholt. Good morning. The hearing is called to order. 
Today we welcome back Secretary Napolitano. Madam Secretary, 
thank you for being here today. We look forward to hearing your 
testimony and also the President’s budget for the Department of 
Homeland Security for fiscal year 2013. 

Over the past year we have seen some extraordinary security-re- 
lated events. We have seen the demise of Osama Bin Laden and 
Anwar al Awlaki, growing concerns over Hezbollah’s global reach 
and al Qaeda’s influence in Northern Africa. Emboldened drug car- 
tels continue to threaten our border as well as the rule of law of 
Mexico. The persistent threat of homegrown violence extremism, 
and certainly last but not least, the horrific natural disasters, in- 
cluding flooding and the violent tornados that struck Missouri and 
my home State of Alabama, a devastation that you and I were both 
able to witness firsthand. 

Despite the significance of these developments, perhaps the 
gravest threat to our Nation over this past year has been our bal- 
looning debt and crippling overreliance upon deficit spending. This 
leaves us the question of how do we sustain and support vital secu- 
rity programs in a fiscal environment that is both profoundly and 
necessarily constrained? The short answer for this Subcommittee is 
discipline, demanding that funds provide tangible results for our 
Nation’s security. 

The exercise of such discipline is not new. In fact, appropriators 
have always worked within the confines of finite resources in com- 
peting priorities. What has changed is the urgency and the scale 
of this discipline. There are no more shortcuts out of the budget’s 
red ink, and Homeland Security cannot be immune from fiscal re- 
straint. This assertion does not mean that we should embrace the 
flawed overused expression of doing more with less. Rather, it 
means we must get the most out of each and every scarce dollar 
to further the Department’s mission. 

This approach of linking funds to results is exactly what this 
subcommittee did in the recently enacted fiscal year 2012 con- 
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ference report. I reject the mischaracterization of the fiscal year 
2012 spending decision as being predisposed to cut programs such 
as FEMA’s grants or Science and Technology. That is a flawed 
claim that fails to acknowledge the blatant inadequacy of the ad- 
ministration’s original fiscal year 2012 budget request. 

Madam Secretary, this Subcommittee makes no apologies for 
making it a priority to limit funding to vital operations in front line 
personnel at the expense of scalable activities and programs that 
are failing to demonstrate tangible results or execute their budgets. 
In spite of last year’s significant budgetary challenges, we managed 
to increase funding above the request for potentially game-chang- 
ing risk-based programs at CBP and TSA, programs you have 
strongly supported as crucial to the Department’s success. 

Sadly, the fiscal year 2013 budget for DHS before us today, fails 
to adequately sustain such operational priorities and repeats many 
of the same inadequacies as last year’s request, using phony offsets 
and budget gimmicks while low-balling critical operational pro- 
grams and does not meet the Nation’s pressing need for security 
and fiscal discipline. 

Madam Secretary, it is incumbent upon the administration to 
submit a responsible budget, one that does not rely upon a fiction 
of unauthorized fees, unrealistic assumptions and flagrant con- 
tradictions, but rather a budget that adequately supports the De- 
partment’s mission of funding needed detention capacity for ICE, 
supporting the necessary modernization of Coast Guard and CBP 
assets, and keeping our research efforts on agriculture and biologi- 
cal threats on track. 

Whereas this administration chose to apply the term “priorities” 
as a convenient excuse to avoid enforcing our immigration laws and 
ignore legislative mandates, this Subcommittee is obligated to work 
within real-world constraints, with the law as it is currently writ- 
ten and to actually fund vital operations. This has to be, and is the 
standard, by which we will evaluate the fiscal year 2013 budget re- 
quest. A standard that demands accountability as well as the direct 
alignment of funding to results for our Homeland Security, and the 
American taxpayer deserves no less. 

Madam Secretary, it is clear that we have a lot to go over this 
morning for this hearing. Before I recognize the ranking member 
for this subcommittee, let me first address an important issue per- 
taining to the Department’s compliance with the law. There were 
12 reports and plans required by statute to be submitted with the 
fiscal year 2013 budget. As of today, 11 of those reports and plans 
have not been submitted. Only the FEMA DRF report that we re- 
ceived last night at 9:30 pm has been submitted and we have a few 
questions about this report. 

Also Madam Secretary, these reports and plans were required by 
law and they are late. By the end of this hearing, this Sub- 
committee would like an answer from you on the record when the 
Department will comply with the law and submit these reports to 
the Subcommittee. 

[The information follows:] 
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Today, we welcome back Secretary Napolitano. Madam Secretary, we thank you for being here 
and look forward to hearing your testimony on the President’s budget request for the Department 
of Homeland Security for fiscal year 2013. 

Over this past year, we have seen some extraordinary security-related developments — 

• The demise of Osama bin Laden and Anwar al Awlaki; 

• Growing concerns over Hezbollah's global reach and al Qaeda’s influence in northern Africa; 

• Emboldened drug cartels continuing to threaten our border as well as the rule of law in 
Mexico; 

• The persistent threat of homegrown violent extremism; and 

• Horrific natural disasters including flooding and the violent tornadoes that struck Missouri 
and my home state of Alabama - devastation that you and 1 saw firsthand together. 

Despite the significance of these developments, perhaps the gravest threat to our Nation over this 
past year has been our ballooning debt and crippling over-reliance upon deficit spending. 

This leads us to the question of, "how do we sustain and support vital security programs in a 
fiscal environment that is both profoundly and necessarily constrained?" The short answer for 
this Subcommittee is, "discipline" - demanding that funds provide tangible results for our 
Nation's security. 

The exercise of such discipline is not new. In fact, appropriators have always worked within the 
confines of finite resources and competing priorities. 

Whaf s changed is the urgency and scale of this discipline - there are no more shortcuts out of 
our budget's red ink and homeland security cannot be immune from fiscal restraint. 

This assertion does not mean we should embrace the flawed, over-used expression of "doing 
more with less". Rather, it means we must get the most out of each and every scarce dollar to 
further the Department’s mission. 

This approach of linking funds to results is exactly what this Subcommittee did in the recently 
enacted FY12 conference report. I reject the mischaracterizations of our FY12 spending 
decisions as being predisposed to cut programs such as FEMA's grants or science and 
technology. That is a flawed claim that fails to acknowledge the blatant inadequacy of the 
Administration's original FY12 budget request. 
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Madam Secretary, I make no apologies for prioritizing limited funding to vital operations and frontline 
personnel at the expense of scalable activities and programs that are failing to demonstrate tangible 
results or execute their budgets. And, in spite of last year’s significant budgetary challenges, we 
managed to increase funding above the request for potentially game-changing risk-based programs at 
CBP and TSA, . .programs you have strongly supported as crucial to DHS’s success. 

Sadly, Madam Secretary, the fiscal year 2013 budget request for DBS before us today fails to adequately 
sustain such operational priorities and repeats many of same inadequacies as last year’s request. Using 
phony offsets and budget gimmicks while low-balling critical, operational programs does not meet the 
Nation’s pressing needs for security or fiscal discipline. 

Madam Secretary, it is incumbent upon the Administration to submit a responsible budget - one 
that does not rely upon a fiction of unauthorized fees, unrealistic assumptions, and flagrant 
contradictions, but rather a budget that adequately supports the Department’s mission by funding 
needed detention capacity for ICE, supporting the necessary modernization Coast Guard and 
CBP assets, and keeping our research efforts on agricultural and biological threats on track. 

Whereas this Administration chooses to apply the term "priorities" as a convenient excuse to 
avoid enforcing our immigration laws and ignore legislative mandates, this Subcommittee is 
obligated to work within real world constraints, with the law as it is currently written, and to 
actually fund vital operations. 

That is the standard by which we will evaluate the FY13 budget request - a standard that demands 
accountability as well as the direct alignment of funding to results for our homeland security. The 
taxpayers deserve no less. 

Madam Secretary, it is clear that we have a lot to discuss today. 

### 
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Ranking Member Price: Opening Remarks 

Mr. Aderholt. Now let me return to the distinguished Ranking 
Member who has served previously as Chairman of this Sub- 
committee, Mr. Price, for any remarks that he may like to make. 
Mr. Price. 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Welcome Madam Sec- 
retary, we are glad to see you. And it is a pleasure to have you kick 
off our hearing season. The 2013 discretionary budget request for 
the Department of Homeland Security is $39.5 billion, plus an ad- 
ditional $5.5 billion in disaster relief funding that does not count 
toward the discretionary cap. At roughly the same level as 2012, 
this budget represents the first time an administration has not 
sought an increase for Homeland Security activities since the De- 
partment was formed. 

Like all Federal agencies, you have been asked to do more with 
less, and this has required some tough decisions. I was pleased to 
see this budget prioritize current and future threats by including 
significant increases for FEMA grants and for Science and Tech- 
nology, albeit against a base which, in both cases, has been signifi- 
cantly, and in my opinion, excessively reduced in the last 2 years. 
The budget also produces reductions to Coast Guard personnel and 
acquisitions, a realignment of some current DHS programs, and a 
significant reorganization of Homeland Security grant programs, 
many things that we are going to need to explore to see how the 
Department is prioritizing risk and allocating funds in this era of 
shrinking budgets. 

It is also a time to reflect about where the Department has been 
and where you are heading, this includes the Department’s efforts 
to enforce our Nation’s immigration laws, which we all know to be 
in dire need of comprehensive reform, despite Congress’s failure to 
act. 

The more I, as Chairman and now as Ranking Member, have 
looked at targeted efforts to improve immigration enforcement, and 
otherwise worked on this issue, the more I have become convinced 
that we simply must have comprehensive reform. This cannot be 
fixed from the appropriations side alone. 

You are well aware that illegal immigration attempts have de- 
creased by 36 percent in the past 2 years and are one-third of what 
they were during their peak. This is impressive. This decline is due 
in large part to doubling of Border Patrol agents along the south- 
west border, and the significant increase in immigration personnel 
working in the same region, along with improvements in detection 
technologies. The Subcommittee had a lot to do with these changes, 
and we are proud of this progress. 

In addition, the administration has taken positive steps to im- 
prove its immigration enforcement policies. Now some have been 
quick to criticize the efforts, but I believe it is both prudent and 
entirely appropriate for the administration to focus on the removal 
of criminal aliens, first and foremost, while providing prosecutorial 
discretion on less pressing cases. 

I also support your effort to better focus the Secure Communities 
program to make sure it is fulfilling its intended mission and is not 
being applied indiscriminately. And I am pleased that the adminis- 
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tration continues to carefully oversee the 287(g) program to revoke 
authorities and contracts at poorly performing detention facilities 
when it is clear that problems are not being resolved. 

I must also commend you on the job FEMA did over the past 
year, namely, dealing with 99 major disasters. FEMA did a re- 
markable job of working with affected areas to make sure that our 
citizens and localities had the resources to remove damaged struc- 
tures and debris as well as to begin the rebuilding process. This 
confirms much of the lost capacity we witnessed following Hurri- 
cane Katrina has been rebuilt, also a priority over the past years 
of this Subcommittee. This impressive performance was even more 
laudable since it occurred during a period of great funding uncer- 
tainty. Hopefully the new disaster funding mechanism provided in 
the Budget Control Act will ensure long-term stability for the dis- 
aster relief fund. 

That being said, there are some areas of your budget request 
that concern me, I see over 1,000 Coast Guard personnel leaving, 
significant reductions in mission support staff at both CBP and 
ICE, and large reductions to Coast Guard and CBP aviation and 
maritime assets, which could impair both agencies’ operational 
tempos. These reductions, coupled with the assumed collection of 
$317 million in new aviation security fees that have not been au- 
thorized by Congress, leave us with several holes to fill at the out- 
set. And that doesn’t even get to commitments that you have al- 
ready made such as completing construction of a new DHS head- 
quarters, which unfortunately, is not funded in 2013 at all. 

I also have concerns about the growing pains that DHS compo- 
nents continue to experience, nearly a decade into the Depart- 
ment’s existence when it comes to effective oversight of personnel 
and procurement decisions. Last December, an internal review of 
the National Protection and Programs Directorate found mis- 
management of and by NPPD personnel and misuse of funds. Simi- 
larly, an Inspector General report suggests that USCIS officials are 
unduly pressuring adjudicators to approve applications and peti- 
tions which could potentially lead to fraud. And we have seen too 
many Anti Deficiency Act violations recently where appropriated 
funds are diverted to different uses than permitted. So the Depart- 
ment needs to hold its personnel accountable to ensure that issues 
raised by internal reviews and audits or the inspector general are 
addressed promptly and effectively. 

I think we have made some progress, but we are not fully there 
yet, and Madam Secretary, I am sure you will keep working on it. 

Madam Secretary, I look forward to your testimony and working 
with you again this year. 

[The information follows:] 
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qpeiving Statement of Ranking Member David Price 
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Good morning, Madam Secretary. It is a pleasure to have you kick off our hearing season. The 201 3 
discretionary budget request for the Department of Homeland Security is $39.5 billion, plus an additional $5.5 
billion in disaster relief funding that does not count toward the discretionary cap. At roughly the same level as 
2012, this budget represents the firet time an Administration has not sought an increase for homeland security 
activities since the Department was formed. 

Like all federal agencies, you have been asked to do more with less, and this has required some tough 
decisions. I was pleased to see this budget prioritize current and future threats by including significant increases 
for FEMA grants and Science and Technology, albeit against a base which has been significantly reduced in the 
last two years. The budget also proposes reductions to Coast Guard personnel and acquisitions, a realignment of 
some current DHS programs, and a significant reorganization of homeland security grant programs. Today, I 
look forward to exploring how the Department is prioritizing risks and allocating funds in this era of shrinking 
budgets. 

It is also time to reflect about where the Department of Homeland Security has been and where you are 
heading. This includes the Department’s efforts to enforce our nation’s immigration laws, which we all know 
are in dire need of comprehensive reform despite Congress’s failure to act. 

As you well know, illegal immigration attempts have decreased by 36 percent in the past two years and 
are one-third of what they were during their peak. This impressive decline is due in large part to the doubling of 
Border Patrol agents along the Southwest Border and the significant increase in immigration personnel working 
in the same region, along with improvements in detection technologies. This change is something we can all be 
proud of. 

In addition, the Administration has taken positive steps to improve its immigration enforcement policies. 
While some have been quick to criticize these efforts, I believe it is both prudent and entirely appropriate for the 
Administration to focus on the removal of criminal aliens first and foremost, while providing prosecutorial 
discretion on less pressing cases. I also support your effort to better focus the Secure Communities program to 
be sure it is fulfilling its intended mission and not being applied indiscriminately. And I am pleased that the 
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Administration continues to oversee and revoke 287(g) authorities and contracts at poorly performing detention 
facilities when it is clear that problems are not being resolved. 

I must also commend you on the job FEMA did over the past year, nimbly dealing with 99 major 
disasters. FEMA did a remarkable job of working with affected areas to make sure that our citizens and 
localities had the resources to remove damaged structures and debris as well as to begin the rebuilding process. 
This confirms that much of the lost capacity we witnessed following Hurricane Katrina has been rebuilt. This 
impressive performance was even more laudable since it occurred during a period of great funding uncertainty. 
Hopefully the new disaster funding mechanism provided in the Budget Control Act will ensure long-term 
stability for the DRF. 

That being said, there are some areas of your budget request that concern me. I see over 1 ,000 Coast 
Guard personnel leaving, significant reductions in mission support staff at both CBP and ICE, and large 
reductions to Coast Guard and CBP aviation and maritime assets, impairing both agencies’ operational tempos. 
These reductions, coupled with the assumed collection of $317 million in new aviation security fees that have 
not been authorized by Congress, leave us with several holes to fill at the outset. And that doesn’t even get to 
commitments you have already made, such as completing construction of a new DHS headquarters, that are not 
funded in 2013 at all. 

I also have concerns about the growing pains that DHS components continue to experience — nearly a 
decade into the Department’s existence — when it comes to effective oversight of personnel and procurement 
decisions. Last December, an internal review of the National Protection and Programs Directorate found 
mismanagement of and by NPPD personnel and misuse of funds. Similarly, an Inspector General report 
suggests that USCIS officials are unduly pressuring adjudicators to approve applications and petitions, 
potentially leading to fraud. And we have seen too many Anti-Deficiency Act violations recently, where 
appropriated funds are diverted to different uses than permitted. The Department needs to hold its personnel 
accountable to ensure that issues raised by internal reviews, audits, or the Inspector General are addressed 
promptly and effectively. I think we have made some progress, but we are not fully there yet, and as Secretary 
you have a responsibility to keep working on it. 

Madam Secretary, I look forward to your testimony and working with you again this year. 

### 
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Chairman Rogers: Opening Remarks 

Mr. Aderholt. This time I would like to recognize the full appro- 
priation Chairman, Mr. Rogers. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for yielding. Thank you. 
Madam Secretary, for being here. This Subcommittee has special 
meaning for all of us, but especially myself, having been around 
when it first was brought into being. And we have worked with the 
Department all of these 8 years, I guess it is. 

Anyway, your appearance today marks your first before this Sub- 
committee since the 10th anniversary of 9/11. Since that unforget- 
table day, our country has taken necessary and impressive strides 
to protect our people from threats, man-made or natural. As the 
Chairman noted, our brave soldiers and those in the Intelligence 
Community have surgically rid this earth of two of our greatest 
threats, Osama Bin Laden and Anwar al Awlaki. 

However, when we pause this week to honor the memory and 
legacy of ICE agents Jaime Zapata and Victor Avila it will serve 
as an apt reminder that our country, and our freedom and way of 
life remain under constant siege and our job is not done, nor shall 
it ever be. 

In recent years, we have seen a different kind of threat to our 
sovereignty as it emerges in our escalating fiscal crisis. This Com- 
mittee has been front and center in attempting to address the very 
real security threat posed by out-of-control Washington spending, 
and trillion dollar deficits year in and year out. 

Last year, this committee worked to restore transparency, aus- 
terity, and tough oversight to the appropriations process, and we 
succeeded in reducing discretionary spending by some $98 billion 
compared to fiscal year 2010. That hasn’t happened since World 
War 11. 

While DHS was spared some of the more dramatic cuts, agencies 
across the board are being expected to make scarce dollars count, 
increase efficiencies, prioritize the mission, reduce redundancies, 
and budget responsibly. 

Your Department may be the best at this, which is why I have 
some strong concerns about the budget you have put forth today. 
It demonstrates a reticence to prioritize frontline operations so 
vital to our drug interdiction efforts along the border, cutting CBP 
air and marine procurement by 52 percent, as well as reducing 
Coast Guard patrol boat hours by 40 percent, and active duty mili- 
tary by 500 billets. It offsets hundreds of millions of dollars with 
an aviation security fee, which you know will never be enacted; it 
is a budget gimmick that Congress has rejected year in and year 
out ever since this subcommittee has existed. 

It also fails to include a meaningful and forward looking acquisi- 
tion program for the Coast Guard, reducing this important program 
by 20 percent. And it proposes to add layers to the already mud- 
dled bureaucracy at your headquarters. Needless to say, this give 
me great concern. Madam Secretary, I hope your testimony today 
will allay my concerns as we work together in protecting our home- 
land, we are on the same team. Thank you. 

[The information follows:] 
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Mr. Chairman, thank you for your comments and for yielding to me. Madam Secretary, thank 
you for being with us today as we begin the Appropriations process for fiscal year 2013. 

Your appearance today marks your first before this Subcommittee since our country paid tribute 
to the tenth anniversary of September 11, 2001. Since that unforgettable day, our country has 
taken necessary and impressive strides to protect our people from threats - manmade or 
natural. As the Chairman noted, our brave soldiers and those in the intelligence community have 
surgically rid this earth of two of our greatest threats - Osama bin Laden and Anwar al-Awlaki. 

However, when we pause this week to honor the memory and legacy of ICE agents Jamie Zapata 
and Victor Avila, it will serve as an apt reminder that our country, our freedom and our way of 
life remain under constant siege and our job is not done. 

In recent years, we have seen a different kind of threat to our sovereignty emerge in our 
escalating fiscal crisis. This Committee has been front and center in attempting to address the 
very real security threat posed by out-of-control Washington spending and trillion dollar 
deficits. Last year, this Committee worked to restore transparency, austerity and tough oversight 
to the Appropriations process - and we succeeded in reducing discretionary spending by some 
$98 billion compared to FYIO. That hasn’t happened since World War 0, 

While DHS was spared some of the more dramatic cuts, agencies across the board are being 
expected to make scarce dollars count, increase efficiencies, prioritize the mission, reduce 
redundancies, and budget responsibly. Your Department must be the best at this, which is why I 
have some strong concerns that the budget you’ve put forth today: 

• Demonstrates a reticence to prioritize frontline operations so vital to our drug interdiction 
efforts along the border - cutting CBP Air and Marine procurement by 52% as well as 
reducing Coast Guard patrol boat hours by 40% and active duty military by 500 billets; 

• Offsets hundreds of millions of dollars with an aviation security fee you know will never 
be enacted - a budget gimmick the Congress has rejected time and again, 

• Fails to include a meaningful and forward-looking acquisition program for the Coast 
Guard, reducing this important program by 20%, and 

• Proposes to add layers to the already muddled bureaucracy at your headquarters. 

Needless to say, this gives me great concern. Madam Secretary, I hope your testimony today 
will allay my concerns as we work together in protecting our homeland. Thank you. 


mm 
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Ranking Member Dicks: Opening Remarks 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I now would like to 
recognize the Ranking Member of the Full Committee, Mr. Dicks. 

Mr. Dicks. Thank you. Madam Secretary, we welcome you here 
today and in reviewing your statement, I note that you make a sig- 
nificant statement on safeguarding and securing cyberspace. I 
serve as the ranking Democrat for the Defense Appropriations Sub- 
committee. This is an issue that has major implications for our gov- 
ernment, both the military side, the civilian side and the private 
sector. And I hope that — I know you realize just how important 
this is. I mean, it has been estimated in the public press that over 
a trillion dollars of intellectual property has been stolen by cyber 
criminals, some of which are nation states that we are aware of. 
And I just hope that in your statement today and in answering 
questions, you will address these issues and what Homeland Secu- 
rity is doing about it. We know about the agreement you reached 
with Secretary Gates to combine the efforts of the Defense Depart- 
ment and NSA with Homeland Security. But I think this is one of 
the paramount issues of our time. 

When Admiral Mullen was doing his farewell tour around, the 
former chairman of the Joint Chiefs, he feels that this is right up 
there with the most important defense issues there are, and that 
we are vulnerable, and we have got to do more about it. 

And there has been concern expressed before the Senate Intel- 
ligence Committee, before the House Intelligence Committee, I hap- 
pen to serve on it, I have an ex officio basis, that the country isn’t 
doing enough about this issue, and that we have got to alert the 
American People to the possible — Secretary Panetta said that this 
could be the Pearl Harbor of our time, or another 9/11 in terms of 
an attack on the infrastructure of the United States, which could 
be crippling. So I hope you will address this today in your state- 
ment. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

OPENING statement: secretary napolitano 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you, Mr. Dicks. At this time Secretary 
Napolitano we look forward to hearing your testimony. 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, thank you Mr. Chairman and Rep- 
resentative Price and members of the committee for the oppor- 
tunity. This is the first of three hearings 

Mr. Aderholt. Madam Secretary, your mic. 

Secretary Napolitano. Am I on now? Technology. 

As I was saying, this is the first of three hearings I will be testi- 
fying at between today and tomorrow. The third of which is on a 
cybersecurity bill being introduced in the Senate cosponsored by 
Senators Lieberman, Collins, and Feinstein, among others, and a 
matter that we do consider of utmost urgency as this Congress 
moves forward. So Representative Dicks, I really appreciate your 
comments there. 

Ten years after the September 11th attacks, America is stronger 
and more secure today, thanks to the strong support of the Presi- 
dent and the Congress, the work of the men and the women of the 
Department of Homeland Security (DHS), and local. State, and 
Federal partners across the Homeland Security enterprise. Al- 
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though we have made significant progress, threats of terrorism, in- 
cluding, but not limited to al-Qaeda and al-Qaeda-related groups 
persist and continually evolve, and the demands on DHS continue 
to grow. 

Today’s threats are not limited to any one individual group or 
ideology and are not defined or contained by international borders. 
Terrorists tactics can be as simple as a homemade bomb, or as so- 
phisticated as a biological threat or a coordinated cyber attack. 

We have had success in thwarting numerous terrorist plots in- 
cluding the attempted bombings of the New York City subway and 
Times Square, foiled attacks against air cargo, and other attempts 
across the country. Nonetheless, continued threats from abroad and 
at home demonstrate how we must constantly remain diligent and 
prepared. 

The President’s fiscal year 2013 budget for DHS allows us to con- 
tinue to meet these evolving threats and challenges by preserving 
core frontline operational priorities through the redirection of more 
than $850 million in base resources from administrative to mission 
areas. This continues our unprecedented commitment to fiscal dis- 
cipline, which has led to more than $3 billion in cost avoidances 
and reductions over the past 3 years through our efficiency review 
and other initiatives. 

Given the fiscal challenges to the Department’s State and local 
partners, DHS is also approaching these partnerships in new and 
innovative ways. For 9 years, DHS has been supporting State and 
local efforts across the Homeland Security enterprise to build capa- 
bilities, awarding more than $35 billion in funding. 

As we look ahead in order to address evolving threats and make 
the most of limited resources, the administration has proposed a 
new vision for Homeland Security grants through the National Pre- 
paredness Grant Program to create a robust national preparedness 
capacity based on a cross jurisdictional and readily deployable 
State and local assets. 

Using a competitive, risk-based model, this grants program will 
use a comprehensive process to assess gaps, identify and prioritize 
deployable capabilities, and put funding to work quickly, and would 
require grantees to regularly report their progress. My written tes- 
timony includes a comprehensive list of the operational priorities 
in our budget. Today I would like to highlight just a few of them. 

First, preventing terrorism and enhancing security. This was the 
founding mission of DHS; it remains our top priority today. The fis- 
cal year 2013 budget safeguards the Nation’s transportation sys- 
tems through a layered detection system focused on risk-based 
screening, enhanced targeting, and information sharing to interdict 
threats and dangerous persons at the earliest point possible. 

The budget supports the administration’s global supply chain se- 
curity strategy across air, land, and sea modes of transportation by 
strengthening efforts to prescreen and evaluate high-risk con- 
tainers before they are shipped to the United States. We also con- 
tinue our strong support for State and local partners through train- 
ing, fusion centers, and intelligence analysis and information shar- 
ing on a wide range of critical Homeland Security issues. 

To securely manage our borders, the budget continues the admin- 
istration’s unprecedented focus on border security, travel and trade. 
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by supporting our border patrol agents and CBP officers on the 
front lines, as well as the deployment of proven effective surveil- 
lance technology along the highest trafficked areas of the south- 
west border. It also continues security improvements along the 
northern border. And to secure the Nation’s maritime borders, the 
budget invests in recapitalization of Coast Guard assets, including 
the sixth national security cutter, fast response cutters, as well as 
the renovation and restoration of shore facilities. 

The budget request also continues the Department’s focus on 
smart, prioritized, and effective enforcement of U.S. immigration 
laws. In fiscal year 2013, we will complete nationwide implementa- 
tion of secure communities. Through this initiative and our contin- 
ued collaboration with the Department of Justice, we expect to con- 
tinue to increase the number of criminal aliens and other priority 
individuals who are identified and removed from our country. This 
budget provides the resources necessary to address this changing 
population while continuing to support alternatives to detention, 
detention reform, and immigrant integration efforts. 

The budget also focuses on monitoring and compliance, pro- 
moting adherence to work site-related laws through criminal pros- 
ecution of egregious employers, and expansion of the E-Verify sys- 
tem. 

To safeguard and secure cyberspace, the budget makes signifi- 
cant investments to strengthen cybersecurity, including funds to 
expedite the deployment of Einstein 3, to prevent and detect intru- 
sion on government computer systems, increase Eederal network 
security across the Eederal Government, and continue to develop a 
robust cybersecurity workforce to protect and respond to national 
cybersecurity threats. 

In 2011 as noted, the Department responded to a record number 
of disasters. To ensure continued resilience to disasters, the Presi- 
dent’s budget focuses on a whole community approach to emer- 
gency management. It includes resources for the Disaster Relief 
Eund, the DRE, which provides a significant portion of the Eederal 
response to victims and presidentially declared disasters or emer- 
gencies, and is funded largely through authority provided under 
the Budget Control Act. 

The budget also continues to provide essential support to na- 
tional and economic security by, among other things, supporting 
the Coast Guard’s operations in the polar regions and by con- 
tinuing to support ICE [U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforce- 
ment] and GBP’s [Customs and Border Protection’s] efforts to pro- 
tect U.S. intellectual property rights and collection of Customs rev- 
enue. 

The fiscal year 2013 budget proposal reflects this administra- 
tion’s strong commitment to protecting the homeland and the 
American people through the effective and efficient use of DHS re- 
sources. 

As outlined in my testimony today, we will continue to preserve 
frontline priorities across the Department by cutting costs, sharing 
resources across components, and streamlining operations wher- 
ever possible. 
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Mr. Chairman Aderholt, Representative Price, members of the 
Committee, thank you for the opportunity to testify, and I will be 
pleased to answer your questions. 

[The information follows:] 
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Chairman Aderholt, Ranking Member Price, and Members of the Subcommittee; 

Let me begin by saying thank you to this Subcommittee for the strong support you have provided 
me and the Department over the past three years. 1 look forward to continuing to work with you in 
the coming year to protect the homeland and the American people. 

I am pleased to appear before the Subcommittee today to present President Obama’s Fiscal Year 
(FY) 2013 Budget Request for the Department of Homeland Security (DHS). 

Ten years after the September 1 1* attacks, America is stronger and more secure today, thanks to the 
strong support of the President and Congress; the work of the men and women of the Department of 
Homeland Security (DHS) and local, State, and Federal partners across the homeland security 
enterprise. 

While we have made significant progress, threats from terrorism — including, but not limited to 
al-Qaeda and al-Qaeda related groups — ^persist and continually evolve, and the demands on 
DHS continue to grow. Today’s threats are not limited to any one individual, group or ideology 
and are not defined nor contained by international borders. Terrorist tactics can be as simple as 
a homemade bomb and as sophisticated as a biological threat or a coordinated cyber attack. We 
have had success in thwarting numerous terrorist plots including the attempted bombings of the 
New York City subway and Times Square, foiled attacks against air cargo, and other attempts 
across the country. Nonetheless, the recent threat surrounding the 10''' anniversary of the 
September 1 1'*’ attacks and the continued threat of homegrown terrorism demonstrate how we 
must constantly remain vigilant and prepared. 

To continue to address these evolving threats, DHS employs risk-based, intelligence-driven 
operations to prevent terrorist attacks. Through a multi-layered detection system focusing on 
enhanced targeting and information sharing, DHS works to interdict threats and dangerous people at 
the earliest point possible. DHS also works closely with its Federal, State, and local law 
enforcement partners on a wide range of critical homeland security issues in order to provide those 
on the frontlines with the tools they need to address threats in their communities. 

Strengthening homeland security also includes a significant international dimension. To most 
effectively carry out DHS's core missions - including preventing terrorism, securing our 
borders, and protecting cyberspace - we must partner with countries around the world. This 
work ranges from strengthening cargo, aviation, and supply chain security to joint 
investigations, information sharing, and science and technology cooperation. Through 
international collaboration, we not only enhance our ability to prevent terrorism and 
transnational crime, we also leverage the resources of our international partners to more 
efficiently and cost-effectively secure global trade and travel. Today, DHS works in more than 
75 different countries — the third largest foreign footprint of any civilian U.S. Government 
agency — in order to address and respond to evolving threats before they reach our shores. 

Domestically, over the past several years, DHS has deployed unprecedented levels of personnel, 
technology, and resources to the Southwest Border. At the same time, the Department has made 
critical security improvements along the Northern Border while strengthening efforts to increase 
the security of the Nation’s maritime borders. DHS is also focused on smart and effective 
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enforcement of U.S. immigration laws while streamlining and facilitating the legal immigration 
process. 

To strengthen the Nation’s cybersecurity posture, DHS leads the Federal Government’s efforts 
to secure civilian government computer systems and works with industry and State, local, tribal, 
and territorial governments to secure critical infrastructure and information systems. 

Additionally, DHS continues to coordinate disaster response efforts nationwide. In 201 1 , the 
Department responded to a record number of disasters, including Hurricane Irene, which 
impacted 14 States; wildfires in the Southwest; severe flooding in the Mississippi and Missouri 
river systems; and devastating tornadoes that hit the Midwest and the South. The Department’s 
response to these and other disasters shows how far it has come in just a few years. Rather than 
wait until a request for disaster assistance has been received and approved, the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and agencies across the Federal Government work 
actively with communities to prepare before disasters occur and to maintain a constant readiness 
posture. 

MAXIMIZING EFFICIENCY AND EFFECTIVENESS 

The Fiscal Year (FY) 2013 Budget for DHS is $58.6 billion in total budget authority, S48.7 billion 
in gross discretionary fimding, and $39.5 billion in net discretionary funding. Net discretionary 
budget authority is 0.5 percent below the FY 2012 enacted level. An additional $5.5 billion for the 
Disaster Relief Fund (DRF) is provided under the disaster relief cap adjustment, pursuant to the 
Budget Control Act of 2011 (BCA). 

The Department has implemented a variety of initiatives to cut costs, share resources across 
Components, and consolidate and streamline operations wherever possible. To preserve core 
frontline priorities in FY 2013, we have redirected over $850 million in base resources from 
administrative and mission support areas, including contracts, personnel (through attrition), 
information technology, travel, personnel moves, overtime, directed purchasing, professional 
services, and vehicle management. Through the Department-wide Efficiency Review (ER), 
which began in 2009, as well as other cost-saving initiatives, DHS has identified over $3 billion 
in cost avoidances and reductions, and redeployed those funds to mission-critical initiatives 
across the Department. 

At the same time, the Department challenged its workforce to fundamentally rethink how it does 
business - from the largest to smallest investments. In 201 1, DHS conducted its first-ever formal 
base budget review for FY 2013, looking at all aspects of the Department’s budget to find savings 
within our current resources and to better align those with operational needs. Through its annual 
“Think Efficiency Campaign,” DHS solicited employee input on creative cost-saving measures and 
will implement six new employee-generated initiatives in early 2012. 

Given the fiscal challenges to the Department’s State and local partners, DHS is also approaching 
these partnerships in new and innovative ways. The Administration has proposed a new homeland 
security grants program in FY 2013 designed to develop, sustain, and leverage core capabilities 
across the country in support of national preparedness, prevention, and response. The FY 2013 
National Preparedness Grant Program (NPGP) will help create a robust national preparedness 
capacity based on cross-jurisdictional and readily deployable State and local assets. Using a 
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competitive, risk-based model, the NPGP will use a comprehensive process for identifying and 
prioritizing deployable capabilities, limit periods of performance to put funding to work quickly, 
and require grantees to regularly report progress in the acquisition and development of these 
capabilities. 

In FY 201 1 , DHS achieved a milestone that is a pivotal step towards increasing transparency 
and accountability for the Department’s resources. For the first time since FY 2003, DHS 
earned a qualified audit opinion on its Balance Sheet - highlighting the significant progress we 
have made in improving our financial management in the 8 years since DHS was founded. 

Through these and other efforts across the Department, we will continue to ensure taxpayer 
dollars are managed with integrity, diligence, and accuracy and that the systems and processes 
used for all aspects of financial management demonstrate the highest level of accountability and 
transparency. 

The FY 2013 President’s Budget supports these significant efforts to increase transparency, 
accountability, and efficiency. Following are some key initiatives and proposals included in the 
Budget that continue to streamline Departmental operations: 

• US- VISIT: In order to better align the functions of US-VIS IT with the operational Components, 
the Budget proposes the transfer of US-VISIT functions from the National Protection and 
Programs Directorate (NPPD) to U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) and U.S. 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE). Currently, CBP operates numerous screening 
and targeting systems, and integrating US-VISIT within CBP will strengthen the Department’s 
overall vetting capability while also realizing efficiencies. 

• Strategic Sourcing: Through the ER and Component initiatives, DHS has used strategic 
sourcing initiatives to leverage the purchasing power of the entire Department for items such as 
software licenses, wireless communication devices, furniture, and office supplies. In FY 2013, 
DHS expects to save more than $264 million through the use of these contracts. 

• Acquisition Management and Reform: A major management priority in FY 20 1 3 is the 
continued improvement of the DHS acquisition process. The Under Secretary for Management 
is leading an effort to improve the overall acquisition process by reforming the early 
requirements development process and enhancing our ability to manage the implementation and 
execution of acquisition programs. 

• Strengthening the Efficiency of IT Programs: The Department is committed to improving 
performance of IT programs, implementing a “Cloud First” policy, reducing the number of 
Federal data centers, and consolidating IT infrastructure. On the basis of these initiatives, the 
overall FY 2013 Budget (including all DHS Components) for IT infrastructure is reduced by 10 
percent below FY 2012 enacted levels. 

• Common Vetting: In order to increase the efficiency and effectiveness of its screening efforts 
and leverage capabilities across the Department, the Budget includes funding to continue to 
enhance the Department’s biographic and biometric screening capabilities. As part of this 
effort, DHS has initiated implementation of an enhanced biographic exit program, which will 
better aggregate the information within existing data systems, enhance review of potential 
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overstays, increase automated matching, incorporate biometric elements, and provide the 
foundation for a future biometric exit solution. 

• Common Airframes: DHS is also examining how to leverage joint requirements for aviation 
assets between CBP and the U.S. Coast Guard. A senior leadership working group has 
performed a baseline analysis of the various roles and missions of DHS’s aviation assets and is 
working to increase the effectiveness of Departmental aviation assets through continued 
coordination and collaboration. Complementing this effort, DHS recently began an ER 
initiative which will increase cross-Component collaboration for aviation-related equipment and 
maintenance by establishing excess equipment sharing, maintenance services, and contract 
teaming agreements, as well as other opportunities for aviation-related efficiencies, 

• Information Sharing and Safeguarding: DHS is embarking on a Department-wide effort to 
increase efficiencies and reduce redundancies through the implementation of key information- 
sharing and safeguarding capabilities such as Identity, Credentialing, and Access Management. 
Significant future cost savings will be realized with the continued consolidation of Sensitive But 
Unclassified portals, streamlining of classified networks and the alignment of Common 
Operating Picture investments. Working through a Department-wide information-sharing 
governance structure, DHS is addressing requirements resulting from post-Wikileaks reforms, 
and ensuring that information on both classified and unclassified networks is properly protected 
to preserve privacy and civil liberties. 

• Aviation Passenger Security Fee: The FY 201 3 Budget includes the Administration’s proposal 
to restructure the Aviation Passenger Security Fee (Security Fee) to achieve total collections of 
$2,239 billion. The proposal would generate an additional $3 1 7 million in new collections in 
201 3, of which $ 1 1 7 million would be used to further offset the cost of Federal aviation security 
operations and $200 million would contribute to Federal deficit reduction. Following the 
Security Fee restructuring, passengers would pay a fee of $5.00 per one-way trip beginning in 
the fourth quarter of FY 20 1 3 , rather than a separate fee for each enplanement under the current 
construct. The restructuring would provide TSA with the flexibility to meet increasing aviation 
security costs and better aligns the costs associated with passenger security to the direct 
beneficiaries. The Security Fee has not changed or been adjusted for inflation since the TSA 
was established in 2002, even while the overall cost of aviation security has grown by more than 
400 percent. The Administration’s proposal makes progress towards ftilfilling the intent of the 
Aviation and Transportation Security Act to cover the costs of aviation security through fees and 
not by the general taxpayers. 

BUDGET PRIORITIES 

The FY 2013 President’s Budget prioritizes the mission areas outlined in the Department’s 2010 
Quadrennial Homeland Security Review and the 2010 Bottom-Up Review, the first complete effort 
undertaken by the Department to align its resources with a comprehensive strategy to meet the 
Nation’s homeland security needs. 

The Budget builds on the progress the Department has made in each of its mission areas while also 
providing essential support to national and economic security. 
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Mission 1 : Preventing Terrorism and Enhancing Security - Protecting the United States from 
terrorism is the cornerstone of homeland security. DHS’s counterterrorism responsibilities focus on 
three goals: preventing terrorist attacks; preventing the unauthorized acquisition, importation, 
movement, or use of chemical, biological, radiological, and nuclear materials and capabilities 
within the United States; and reducing the vulnerability of critical infrastructure and key resources, 
essential leadership, and major events to terrorist attacks and other hazards. 

Mission 2: Securing and Managing Our Borders - DHS secures the Nation’s air, land, and sea 
borders to prevent illegal activity while facilitating lawful travel and trade. The Department’s 
border security and management efforts focus on three interrelated goals; effectively securing U.S. 
air, land, and sea borders; safeguarding and streamlining lawful trade and travel; and disrupting and 
dismantling transnational criminal and terrorist organizations. 

Mission 3: Enforcing and Administering Our Immigration Laws - DHS is focused on smart 
and effective enforcement of U.S. immigration laws while streamlining and facilitating the legal 
immigration process. The Department has fundamentally reformed immigration enforcement, 
focusing on identifying and removing criminal aliens who pose a threat to public safety and 
targeting employers who knowingly and repeatedly break the law. 

Mission 4: Safeguarding and Securing Cyberspace - DHS is the Federal Government lead 
agency for securing civilian government computer systems and works with industry and State, local, 
tribal, and territorial governments to secure critical infrastructure and information systems. DHS 
analyzes and mitigates cyber threats and vulnerabilities; distributes threat warnings; and coordinates 
the response to cyber incidents to ensure that our computers, networks, and cyber systems remain 
safe. 

Mission 5: Ensuring Resilience to Disasters - DHS provides the coordinated, comprehensive 
Federal response in the event of a terrorist attack, natural disaster, or other large-scale emergency 
while working with Federal, State, local, and private-sector partners to ensure a swift and effective 
recovery effort. The Department’s efforts to build a ready and resilient Nation include fostering a 
community-oriented approach, bolstering information sharing, improving the capability to plan, and 
providing grants and training to our homeland security and law enforcement partners. 

In addition to these missions, DHS leads and supports many activities that provide essential support 
to national and economic security, including, but not limited to, maximizing collection of customs 
revenue, maintaining the safety of the marine transportation system, preventing the exploitation of 
children, providing law enforcement training, and coordinating the Federal Government’s response 
to global intellectual property theft. DHS contributes in many ways to these elements of broader 
U.S. national and economic security while fulfilling its homeland security missions. 

The following are highlights of the FY 2013 Budget; 

Preventing Terrorism and Enhancing Security 

Guarding against terrorism was the founding mission of DHS and remains our top priority. The FY 
2013 Budget safeguards the Nation’s transportation systems through a layered detection system 
focusing on risk-based screening, enhanced targeting, and information-sharing efforts to interdict 
threats and dangerous people at the earliest point possible. The Budget supports the 
Administration’s Global Supply Chain Security Strategy across air, land, and sea modes of 
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transportation by strengthening efforts to prescreen aid evaluate high-risk containers before they 
are shipped to the United States and annualizing positions that provide the capacity to address 
security vulnerabilities overseas. Funding is included for Securing the Cities to protect our highest- 
risk cities from radiological or nuclear attack and continues efforts to support national bio 
preparedness and response efforts. The Budget also continues strong support for State and local 
partners through a new consolidated grant program, training, fusion centers, and intelligence 
analysis and information sharing on a wide range of critical homeland security issues. 

• Strengthening Risk-Based Aviation Security: The FY 2013 Budget supports DHS’s effort to 
employ risk-based, intelligence-driven operations to prevent terrorist attacks and to reduce the 
vulnerability of the Nation’s aviation system to terrorism. These security measures create a 
multi-layered system to strengthen aviation security from the time a passenger purchases a ticket 
to arrival at his or her destination. The FY 2013 Budget: 

o Supports trusted traveler programs, such as t^awe-Z and the CBP Global Entry program, 
which are pre-screening initiatives for travelers who volunteer information about 
themselves prior to flying in order to potentially expedite screening at domestic 
checkpoints and through customs. 

o Continues support for passenger screening canine teams included in the FY 201 2 
enacted budget, an important layer of security to complement passenger checkpoint 
screening at airports, assist in air cargo screening, and enhance security in the mass 
transit environment. 

o Funds the continued operation of technology to screen passengers and baggage through 
1 ,250 Advanced Imaging Technology units, which safely screen passengers for metallic 
and non-metallic threats, and 155 new state-of-the-art Explosives Detection Systems to 
efficiently screen baggage for explosives which will reduce the number of re-scans and 
physical bag searches. 

o Expands Secure Flight to cover the Large Aircraft and Private Charter Standard Security 
Program, screening an estimated 1 1 million additional passengers annually. Through 
Secure Flight, TSA pre-screens 100 percent of all travelers flying within or to the United 
States against terrorist watchlists before passengers receive their boarding passes. 

• Enhancing International Collaboration: In our increasingly globalized world, DHS continues 
to work beyond its borders to protect both national and economic security. The 

FY 2013 Budget supports DHS’s strategic partnerships with international allies and enhanced 
targeting and information-sharing efforts to interdict threats and dangerous people and cargo at 
the earliest point possible. 

o Through the Immigration Advisory Program and enhanced in-bound targeting 

operations, CBP identifies high-risk travelers who are likely to be inadmissible into the 
United States and makes recommendations to commercial carriers to deny boarding. 

The FY 2013 Budget also supports initiatives to interdict and apprehend criminals and 
persons of national security interest, and disrupt those who attempt to enter the U.S. with 
fraudulent documents. 
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o Through the Visa Security Program and with Department of State concurrence, ICE 
deploys trained special agents overseas to hi^-risk visa activity posts to identify 
potential terrorist and criminal threats before they reach the United States. The FY 2013 
Budget supports efforts to leverage IT solutions and the capabilities of our law 
enforcement and intelligence community partners to increase ICE’s efficiency in 
screening visa applications in order to identify patterns and potential national security 
threats. 

o Through pre-clearance agreements, CBP screens passengers internationally prior to 
takeoff through the same process a traveler would undergo upon arrival at a U.S. port of 
entry, allowing DHS to extend our borders outwards while facilitating a more efficient 
passenger experience. The FY 2013 Budget continues to support CBP’s preclearance 
inspection efforts, which are designed to determine compliance with admissibility of 
agriculture, customs, and immigration requirements to the United States. 

• Supporting Surface Transportation Security: The transit sector, because of its open access 
architecture, has a fundamentally different operational environment than aviation. Accordingly, 
DHS helps secure surface transportation infrastructure through risk-based security assessments, 
critical infrastructure hardening, and close partnerships with State and local law enforcement 
partners. The FY 2013 Budget supports DBS’s efforts to bolster these efforts. 

o The new FY 2013 National Preparedness Grants Program, described in more detail 

below, is focused on building national capabilities focused on preventing and responding 
to threats across the country, including the surface transportation sector, through Urban 
Search & Rescue teams, canine explosive detection teams and HAZMAT response as 
well as target hardening of critical transit infrastructure. 

o Conduct compliance inspections throughout the freight rail and mass transit domains; 
critical facility security reviews for pipeline facilities; comprehensive mass transit 
assessments that focus on high-risk transit agencies; and corporate security reviews 
conducted in multiple modes of transportation on a continuous basis to elevate standards 
and identify security gaps. 

o Fund 37 Visible Intermodal Prevention and Response (VIPR) teams, including 12 multi- 
modal Teams. VIPR teams are composed of persormel with expertise in inspection, 
behavior detection, security screening, and law enforcement for random, unpredictable 
deployments throughout the transportation sector to prevent potential terrorist and 
criminal acts. 

• Strengthening Global Supply Chain Security: The FY 2013 Budget supports the 
Administration’s Global Supply Chain Security Strategy announced in early 2012, which 
presents a unified vision across air, land, and sea modes of transportation. 

o Supports increased targeting capabilities by updating rules in real time and providing 
CBP with 24/7 targeting capability. 
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o Strengthens the Container Security Initiative, enabling CBP to prescreen and evaluate 
high-risk containers before they are shipped to the United States. 

o Continues support for positions to improve the coordination of cargo security efforts, 
accelerate security efforts in response to the vulnerabilities, ensure compliance with 
screening requirements, and strengthen aviation security operations overseas. 

• Support to State and Local' Law Enforcement (SLLE): The FY 2013 Budget continues support 
for State and local law enforcement efforts to understand, recognize, prevent, and respond to 
pre-operational activity and other crimes that are precursors or indicators of terrorist activity 
through training, technical assistance, exercise support, security clearances, connectivity to 
Federal systems, technology, and grant funding. Specifically, the Budget focuses on; 

o Maturation and enhancement of State and major urban area fusion centers, including training 
for intelligence analysts and implementation of Fusion Liaison Officer Programs; 

o Implementation of the Nationwide Suspicious Activity Reporting (SAR) Initiative, including 
training for front-line personnel on identifying and reporting suspicious activities; 

o Continued implementation of the “If You See Something, Say Something™" campaign to 
raise public awareness of indicators of terrorism and violent crime; and 

o State, local, tribal, and territorial efforts to counter violent extremism, in accordance with the 
Strategic Implementation Plan to the National Strategy on Empowering Local Partners to 
Prevent Violent Extremism in the United States. 

The Budget also supports efforts to share intelligence and information on a wide range of critical 
homeland security issues. The Budget continues to build State and local analytic capabilities 
through the National Network of Fusion Centers, with a focus on strengthening cross-Department 
and Cross-Government interaction with fusion centers. Through the Fusion Center Performance 
Program, DHS will assess capability development and performance improvements of the National 
Network of Fusion Centers through annual assessment and targeted exercises. Resources also 
enable the Office of Intelligence and Analysis, in partnership with the Office of Civil Rights and 
Civil Liberties and the Privacy Office to provide privacy, civil rights, and civil liberties training for 
fusion centers and their respective liaison officer programs. The Secretary’s focus on SLLE 
includes elevating the Office of State and Local Law Enforcement to a stand-alone office and a 
direct report. 

• Biological, Radiological, and Nuclear Threat Detection: Countering biological, nuclear, and 
radiological threats requires a coordinated, whole-of-govemment approach. DHS, through its 
Domestic Nuclear Detection Office and Office of Health Affairs, works in partnership with 
agencies across Federal, State, and local governments to prevent and deter attacks using nuclear 
and radiological weapons through nuclear detection and forensics programs and provides 
medical and scientific expertise to support bio preparedness and response efforts. The FY 2013 
Budget supports the following efforts: 


' “Local” law enforcement includes all law enforcement at the municipal, tribal and territorial levels. 
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o Securing the Cities: $22 million is requested for Securing the Cities to continue developing 
the domestic portion of the Global Nuclear Detection Architecture, the multi-layered system 
of detection technologies, programs, and guidelines designed to enhance the Nation’s ability 
to detect and prevent a radiological or nuclear attack in our highest-risk cities. 

o Radiological/Nuclear Detection: Supports the procurement and deployment of Radiation 
Portal Monitors and Human Portable Radiation Detection Systems, providing vital detection 
equipment to CBP and the U.S. Coast Guard to scan for radiological and nuclear threats. 
Included within the FY 2013 Budget is an increase of $20 million to procure mobile rad/nuc 
detection technology for frontline operators. 

o Technical Nuclear Forensics: Funds for the DNDO National Technical Nuclear Forensics 
Center support pre-detonation nuclear forensics, the integration of nuclear forensics 
capabilities across the interagency and national priorities for deterrence, attribution, and 
prosecution. 

o BioWatch: Funds continued deployment of the Gen 1/2 BioWatch detection network, a 
federally managed, locally operated, nationwide bio-surveillance system designed to detect 
the intentional release of aerosolized biological agents. Continues development of the next 
generation technology to expedite response times. 

o National Bio and Agro Defense Facility (NBAF): The FY 2013 Budget provides 

$10 million to complement ongoing research at the Plum Island Animal Disease Center by 
accelerating research programs focused on African Swine Fever and Classical Swine Fever 
at Kansas State University. This effort will also identify and prioritize fiiture research needs 
for the existing Biosecurity Research Institute and the proposed National Bio and Agro- 
Defense Facility. Funding will support identifying high-priority agents from potential 
terrorist threats and emerging global foreign animal diseases; developing and executing the 
steps necessary for the facility to receive select agent certification and the waivers necessary 
to study the high-priority agents; and developing public outreach plans to ensure that all 
stakeholders surrounding the facility understand the value of the proposed work and the 
safeguards in place. To complement its ongoing research, beginning in 2012, DHS’s 
Science and Technology Directorate (S&T) will convene an expert and stakeholder 
taskforce, in conjunction with the interagency taskforce, to conduct a comprehensive 
assessment of whether and for what purpose a Biosafety Level 4 facility should be stood up, 
taking into account the current threats from terrorism, foreign animals, and the global 
migration of zoonotic diseases to the United States. The assessment will review the cost, 
safety, and any alternatives to the current plan that would reduce costs and ensure safety 
within the overall funding constraints established by the BCA. 

• Presidential Candidate Nominee Protection and Inauguration Protection: The FY 2013 

Budget funds critical Secret Service operations and countermeasures to protect the First Family 
and visiting dignitaries, including the conclusion of the 2012 presidential campaign (October- 
November 2012) and presidential inaugural events. The Budget also continues support for the 
replacement of protective equipment, vehicles, training of personnel, and other infrastructure to 
allow the Secret Service to improve the execution of its protective and investigatory missions. 
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Securing and Managing Our Borders 

Protecting our Nation’s borders - land, air, and sea - from the illegal entry of people, weapons, 
drugs, and contraband is vital to homeland security, as welt as economic prosperity. Over the past 
several years, DHS has deployed unprecedented levels of personnel, technology, and resources to 
the Southwest Border. At the same time, DHS has made critical security improvements along the 
Northern Border while strengthening efforts to increase the security of the Nation’s maritime 
borders. 

The FY 2013 Budget continues the Administration’s unprecedented focus on border security, travel, 
and trade by supporting 2 1,370 Border Patrol agents and 21,186 CBP Officers at our ports of entry 
as well the continued deployment of proven, effective surveillance technology along the highest- 
trafficked areas of the Southwest Border. To secure the Nation’s maritime borders, the Budget 
invests in recapitalization of Coast Guard assets and provides operational funding for new assets 
coming on line. 

• Law Enforcement Officers: The Budget annualizes border security personnel funded through 
the FY 2010 Emergency Border Security Supplemental Act (P.L. 1 1 1-230) and the Journeyman 
pay increase, totaling 21,370 CBP Border Patrol agents and 21,186 CBP Officers at ports of 
entry who work around the clock with Federal, State, and local law enforcement to target illicit 
networks trafficking in people, drugs, illegal weapons, and money and to expedite legal travel 
and trade. 

• Border Intelligence Fusion Section (BIFS): The Budget supports efforts to integrate resources 
and fuse information from DHS, the Department of Justice (DOJ), the Department of Defense, 
and the Intelligence Community at the El Paso Intelligence Center, providing a common 
operating picture of the Southwest Border and Northern Mexico. 

• Technology: Funding is requested to support the continued deployment of proven, effective 
surveillance technology along the highest-trafficked areas of the Southwest Border. Funds will 
be used to procure and deploy commercially available technology tailored to the operational 
requirements of the Border Patrol, the distinct terrain, and the population density within 
Arizona. 

• Infrastructure: CBP is updating and maintaining its facilities infrastructure to support its dual 
mission of securing the border and facilitating trade and travel. Currently, CBP’s facilities plan 
calls for the following land border ports of entry (LPOEs) to be complet^ in FY 2013: Nogales 
West/Mariposa, Arizona; Guadalupe, Texas; Van Buren, Maine; and Phase I of San Ysidro, 
California. Additionally, design and construction is planned to commence on Phase 11 of San 
Ysidro, California, and CBP will begin implementing the Tier III Outbound Infrastructure 
program across 1 0 Southwest Border LPOEs in order to implement a range of outbound 
infrastructure improvements. This work bolsters CBP’s southbound inspection capabilities 
while facilitating processing efficiency and ensuring port security and officer safety. 

• Northern Border Security: To implement the U.S.-Canada Beyond the Border Plan, which 
articulates a shared vision to work together to address threats at the earliest point possible while 
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facilitating the legitimate movement of people, goods, and services, the Budget provides $10 
million to support Northern Border technologies, such as the continuation of 
procurement/testing and evaluation efforts for Low Flying Aircraft Detection, the deployment of 
Maritime Detection Project, and Aircraft Video Downlink. 

• CSP Air and Marine Procurement: To support CBP Air and Marine’s core competencies of air 
and marine law enforcement, interdiction, and air and border domain security, fimding is 
requested for the continuation of the P-3 Service Life Extension Program, a UH-60 A-L Black 
Hawk helicopter recapitalization, a new KA-350 CER Multi-Role Enforcement aircraft, and 
various marine vessels. 

• U.S, Coast Guard Recapitalization: The FY 2013 Budget fully funds the sixth National 
Security Cutter (NSC), allowing the Coast Guard to replace its aged, obsolete High Endurance 
Cutter fleet as quickly as possible. The Budget supports the procurement of 2 Fast Response 
Cutters, funding for a Maritime Patrol Aircraft, 4 cutter boats, and makes a significant 
investment in the renovation and restoration of shore facilities. The Budget also provides funds 
to crew, operate, and maintain 2 Maritime Patrol Aircraft, 30 45-ft Response Boats-Medium, 
and 2 Fast Response Cutters acquired with prior-year appropriations. 

Enforcing and Administering our Immigration Laws 

DHS is focused on smart and effective enforcement of U.S. immigration laws while streamlining 
and facilitating the legal immigration process. Supporting the establishment of clear enforcement 
priorities, recent policy directives, and additional training for the field, the Budget continues the 
Department’s efforts to prioritize the identification and removal of criminal aliens and repeat 
immigration law violators, recent border entrants, and immigration fugitives. Nationwide 
implementation of Secure Communities and other enforcement initiatives, coupled with continued 
collaboration with DOJ to focus resources on the detained docket and priority cases on the non- 
detained docket, is expected to continue to increase the number of criminal aliens and other priority 
individuals who are identified and removed. The Budget provides the resources needed to address 
this changing population, while continuing to support Alternatives to Detention, detention reform, 
and immigrant integration efforts. The Budget also focuses on monitoring and compliance, 
promoting adherence to worksite-related laws through criminal prosecutions of egregious 
employers, Form 1-9 inspections, and expansion of E-Verify. 

• Secure Communities: The FY 2013 Budget includes funding to complete nationwide 
deployment in FY 2013 of the Secure Communities program, which uses biometric information 
and services to identify and remove criminal and other priority aliens found in state prisons and 
local Jails. Secure Communities is an important tool in ICE’s efforts to focus its immigration 
enforcement resources on the highest-priority individuals who pose a threat to public safety or 
national security. While we continue to focus our resources on our key priorities, DHS is 
committed to ensuring the Secure Communities program respects civil rights and civil liberties. 
To that end, ICE is working closely with law enforcement agencies and stakeholders across the 
country to ensure the program operates in the most effective manner possible. We have issued 
guidance regarding the exercise of prosecutorial discretion in appropriate cases, including cases 
involving witnesses and victims of crime, and implemented enhanced training for State and 
local law enforcement regarding civil rights issues related to the program, among other recent 
improvements. 
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• Immigration Detention: Under this Administration, ICE has focused its immigration 
enforcement efforts on identifying and removing criminal aliens and those who fall into other 
priority categories including repeat immigration law violators, recent border entrants, and 
immigration fugitives. As ICE continues to focus on criminal and other priority cases, the 
agency anticipates reducing the time removable aliens spend in detention custody. Consistent 
with its stated enforcement priorities and recent policy guidance, ICE will continue to focus 
detention and removal resources on those individuals who have criminal convictions or fall 
under other priority categories. For low risk individuals, ICE will work to enhance the 
effectiveness of Alternatives to Detention (ATD), which provides a lower per day cost than 
detention. To ensure the most cost-effective use of Federal resources, the Budget includes 
flexibility to transfer funding between immigration detention and the ATD program, 
commensurate with the level of risk a detainee presents. 

• 287(g) Program: In light of the nationwide activation of the Secure Communities program, the 
Budget reduces the 287(g) program by $1 7 million. The Secure Communities screening process 
is more consistent, efficient and cost effective in identifying and removing criminal and other 
priority aliens. To implement this reduction in 2013, ICE will begin by discontinuing the least 
productive 287 (g) task force agreements in those jurisdictions where Secure Communities is 
already in place and will also suspend consideration of any requests for new 287(g) task forces. 

• Detention Reform: ICE will continue building on current and ongoing detention reform efforts 
in 2013. ICE will implement its new Risk Classification Assessment nationwide to improve 
transparency and uniformity in detention custody and classification decisions and to promote 
identification of vulnerable populations. In addition, ICE will continue implementation of the 
new Transfer Directive, which is designed to minimize long-distance transfers of detainees 
within ICE’S detention system, especially for those detainees with family members in the area, 
local attorneys, or pending immigration proceedings. ICE will also continue implementation of 
revised national detention standards designed to maximize access to counsel, visitation, and 
quality medical and mental health care in additional facilities. 

• Worksite Enforcement: Requested funds will continue the Department’s focus on worksite 
enforcement, promoting compliance with worksite-related laws through criminal prosecutions 
of egregious employer violators, Form 1-9 inspections, civil fines, and debarment, as well as 
education and compliance tools. 

• E-Verify: $112 million is provided to sustain funding for the E-Verify Program operations and 
enhancements to help U.S. employers maintain a legal workforce. The FY 2013 Budget 
includes funding to support the expansion of the E-Verify Self Check program, a voluntary, 
free, fast, and secure online service that allows individuals in the United States to check their 
employment eligibility status before formally seeking employment. Consistent with funding the 
continued operation of E-Verify for the benefit of U.S. employers, the Budget also extends E- 
Verify authorization for an additional year. 

• Immigrant Integration: The FY 2013 Budget includes $11 million to continue support for U.S. 
Citizenship and Immigration Services (USCIS) immigrant integration efforts through funding of 
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citizenship and integration program activities including competitive grants to local immigrant- 
serving organizations to strengthen citizenship preparation programs for permanent residents. 

• Systematic Alien Verification for Entitlements (SAVE): The FY 2013 Budget includes 
$20 million in appropriated funding to continue support for USCIS SAVE operations and 
enhancements to assist local, State, and Federal agencies in determining individuals’ eligibility 
for public benefits on the basis of their immigration status. The funding will supplement the 
collections derived from the SAVE query charges. 

• USCIS Business Transformation: The FY 2013 Budget continues the multi-year effort to 
transform USCIS from a paper-based filing system to a customer-focused electronic filing 
system. This effort is funded through the Immigration Examinations Fee Account. 

Safeguarding and Securing Cyberspace 

DHS leads the Federal Government’s efforts to secure civilian Government computer systems and 
works with industry and State, local, tribal, and territorial governments to secure critical 
infrastructure and information systems. The FY 2013 Budget makes significant investments in 
cybersecurity to expedite the deployment of EINSTEIN 3 to prevent and detect intrusions on 
Government computer systems; increases Federal network security of large and small agencies; and 
continues to develop a robust cybersecurity workforce to protect against and respond to national 
cybersecurity threats and hazards. The Budget also focuses on combating cyber crimes, targeting 
large-scale producers and distributors of child pornography and preventing attacks against U.S. 
critical infrastructure through Financial Crimes Task Forces. 

• Federal Network Security: $236 million is included for Federal Network Security, which 
manages activities designed to enable Federal agencies to secure their IT networks. This 
funding supports Federal Executive Branch civilian departments and agencies in implementing 
capabilities to improve their cybersecurity posture in accordance with the Federal Information 
Security Management Act, while enabling improved continuous monitoring of network activity 
and other capabilities to address evolving cyber threats. 

• National Cybersecurity Protection System (NCPS): $345 million is included for Network 
Security Deployment, which manages the NCPS operationally known as EINSTEIN. NCPS is 
an integrated intrusion detection, analytics, information-sharing, and intrusion prevention 
system that supports DHS responsibilities within the Comprehensive National Cybersecurity 
Initiative mission. In FY 2013, the program will continue to focus on intrusion prevention while 
taking steps to improve its situational awareness of evolving cyber threats to Federal networks 
and systems through a Managed Security Services (MSS) solution. Under the MSS solution, 
each Internet service provider will use its own intrusion prevention services that conform to 
DHS-approved security, assurance, and communication requirements, 

• US-Computer Emergency Readiness Team (US-CERT Operations): $93 million is included for 
US-CERT Operations. As the operational arm of the National Cyber Security Division, US- 
CERT leads and coordinates efforts to improve the Nation’s cybersecurity posture, promote 
cyber information sharing, and manage cyber risks to the Nation. US-CERT encompasses the 
activities that provide immediate customer support and incident response, including 24-hour 
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support in the National Cybersecurity and Communications Integration Center. As more 
Federal network traffic is covered by NCPS, additional US-CERT analysts are required to 
ensure cyber threats are detected and the Federal response is effective. 

• Multi-State Information Sharing and Analysis Center: Funding is included to expand the Multi- 
State Information Sharing and Analysis Center to 25 States to provide the capacity to cover all 
States by FY 2015. 

• Cybersecurity Workforce: The FY 2013 Budget includes $12.9 million to provide high-quality, 
cost-effective virtual cybersecurity education and training to develop and grow a robust 
cybersecurity workforce that is able to protect against and respond to national cybersecurity 
threats and hazards. 

• Cybersecurity Research and Development: The FY 2013 Budget includes $64.5 million for 
S&T’s research and development focused on strengthening the Nation’s cybersecurity 
capabilities. 

• Cyber Investigations: The FY 2013 Budget continues to support cyber investigations conducted 
through the Secret Service and ICE. In FY 2013, ICE will continue to investigate and provide 
computer forensics support for investigations into domestic and international criminal activities, 
including benefits fraud, arms and strategic technology, money laundering, counterfeit 
pharmaceuticals, child pornography, and human trafficking, occurring on or through the 
Internet. The Secret Service’s Financial Crimes Task Forces will continue to focus on the 
prevention of cyber attacks against U.S. financial payment systems and critical infrastructure. 

Ensuring Resilience to Disasters 

The Department’s efforts to build a ready and resilient Nation focus on a whole community 
approach to emergency management by engaging partners at all levels to ensure that we work 
together to build, sustain, and improve our capability to prepare for, protect against, respond to, 
recover from, and mitigate all hazards. In the event of a terrorist attack, natural disaster, or other 
large-scale emergency DHS provides the coordinated, comprehensive Federal response while 
working with Federal, State, local, and private-sector partners to ensure a swift and effective 
recovery effort. 

To ensure that FEMA is able to support these efforts, the DRF, which provides a significant portion 
of the total Federal response to victims in presidentially declared disasters or emergencies, is funded 
largely through an authority provided under the BCA. To support the objectives of the National 
Preparedness Goal and to leverage limited grant funding in the current fiscal environment, the 
Administration proposes a new homeland security grants program in FY 201 3 to create a robust 
national response capacity based on cross-jurisdictional and readily deployable State and local 
assets. The FY 2013 Budget also funds FEMA’s continued development of catastrophic plans, 
which include regional plans for response to biological events and earthquakes. 

State and Local Grants: The FY 2013 Budget includes $2.9 billion for State and local grants, over 
$500 million more than appropriated by Congress in FY 2012. This funding will sustain resources 
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for fire and emergency management grants while consolidating all other grants into the new, 
streamlined National Preparedness Grant Program (NPGP). The FY 2013 NPGP will: 

• Focus on the development and sustainment of core national Emergency Management and 
Homeland Security capabilities. 

• Utilize gap analyses to determine asset and resource deficiencies and inform the development of 
new capabilities through a competitive process. 

• Build a robust national response capacity based on cross-jurisdictional and readily deployable 
State and local assets. 

Using a competitive, risk-based model, the NPGP will use a comprehensive process for identifying 
and prioritizing deployable capabilities; limit periods of performance to put funding to work 
quickly; and require grantees to regularly report progress in the acquisition and development of 
these capabilities. 

• Assistance to Firefighters Grants: The FY 201 3 Budget provides $670 million for Assistance to 
Firefighter Grants. Included in the amount is $335 million for Staffing for Adequate Fire and 
Emergency Response (SAFER) Grants to retain and hire firefighters and first responders - 
totaling more than 1,700 firefighter positions nationwide - and $335 million for equipment, 
training, vehicles, and related materials. Whereas in prior years, a management and 
administration allowance has been carved out of the topline, the FY 201 3 Budget proposes to 
fond it elsewhere, effectively increasing the funding available for actual awards by more than 
$28 million. The Administration proposed $1 billion as supplemental SAFER appropriations in 
FY 2012 as part of the American Jobs Act. This proposal included the authority for the 
Secretary to waive certain restrictions on the award and expenditure of SAFER grants to assist 
State and local firefighting agencies in the current economic environment and prevent 
unnecessary job losses. If economic conditions warrant, the Administration will once again 
work with Congress in FY 2013 to seek authority to waive these restrictions. 

• Emergency Management Performance Grants (EMPG): The FY 201 3 Budget includes 

$350 million to support emergency managers and emergency management offices in every State 
across the country. Just as with the Assistance to Firefighter Grants, a management and 
administration allowance has historically been carved out of the topline. The FY 201 3 Budget 
proposes to fund management and administration elsewhere, effectively increasing the funding 
available for acfual awards by approximately $10.5 million. EMPG supports State and local 
governments in developing and sustaining the core capabilities identified in the National 
Preparedness Goa! and achieving measurable results in key functional areas of emergency 
management. 

• Disaster Relief Fund (DRF): A total of $6. 1 billion is provided for the DRF. Of this amount, 
$608 million is included in the Department’s base budget with the remainder provided through 
the disaster relief cap adjustment, pursuant to the BCA. The DRF provides a significant portion 
of the total Federal response to victims in presidentially declared disasters or emergencies. 
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• National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP): The NFIP is funded entirely by policy fees and 
provides funding to reduce the risk of flood damage to existing buildings and infrastructure by 
providing flood-related grants to States, communities, and tribal nations. The FY 2013 Budget 
includes $120 million for three interrelated mitigation grant programs to increase America’s 
resiliency to floods. 

• Training/Exercises: The FY 2013 Budget includes $183.5 million for training and exercise 
activities to support Federal, State, and local officials and first responders. In FY 2013, the 
Department expects to train more than 100,000 first responders and will begin the first full two- 
year exercise cycle under the revised National Exercise Program (NEP). The NEP will leverage 
more than a dozen exercises across the country and will build progressively to a capstone 
exercise in calendar year 2014. 

• Emergency Management Oversight: The FY 201 3 request includes $24 million in base 
resources for the Office of the Inspector General to continue its Emergency Management 
Oversight operations. 

Providing Essential Support to National and Economic Security 

DHS provides essential support to many areas of national and economic security. In addition to 
supporting Coast Guard’s current operations in the Polar Regions, the Budget initiates acquisition of 
a new polar icebreaker to address Coast Guard emerging missions in the Arctic. The Budget also 
continues to support ICE’s and CBP’s enforcement and investigative efforts to protect U.S. 
intellectual property rights and collect customs revenue. 

• Polar Icebreaking Program: The Budget provides $8 million to initiate acquisition of a new 
Polar Icebreaker to ensure the Nation is able to maintain a surface presence in the Arctic Region 
well into the future and $54 million to fund operation and maintenance of Coast Guard’s 
existing Polar Icebreakers, CGC HEALY and CGC POLAR STAR (POLAR STAR to be re- 
activated in 2013). 

• Arctic Mission Support: New funding is requested for recapitalization and expansion of 
helicopter hangar facilities in Cold Bay and recapitalization of aviation re-fueling facilities at 
Sitkinak, both in Alaska. These investments will sustain DHS’s ability to establish effective 
presence in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Chain, the “Gateway to the Arctic”. 

• Collect Customs Revenue: Funds are requested to support CBP’s role as a revenue collector for 
the U.S. Treasury - customs revenue remains the second largest source of revenue for the 
Federal Government. These resources support effective internal controls that protect the duties 
and taxes (over $37 billion in 201 1) collected by CBP. 

• Protect Trade & Intellectual Property Rights Enforcement: The FY 2013 Budget includes 
funds to support ICE’s and CBP’s enforcement programs to prevent trade in counterfeit and 
pirated goods, enforce exclusion orders on patent-infiinging goods and goods in violation of 
Intellectual Property Rights (IPR), and investigate the smuggling and distribution of counterfeit 
goods and products that pose risks to public safety and security. The Budget also provides $10 
million to CBP for IPR supply/distribution chain management which will transform IPR risk 
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assessment, increase efficiency, and support U.S. economic competitiveness. This CBP- 
private-sector partnership program aims to improve IPR targeting by enabling CBP to identify 
and release shipments of authentic goods without inspection. Additional funds will expand 
CBP’s Industry Integration Centers to address issues within critical trade sectors by increasing 
uniformity of practices across ports of entry, facilitating the timely resolution of trade 
compliance issues nationwide, improving enforcement efforts, and further strengthening critical 
agency knowledge on key industry practices. 

CONCLUSION 

The FY 2013 budget proposal reflects this Administration’s strong commitment to protecting the 
homeland and the American people through the effective and efficient use of DHS resources. As 
outlined in my testimony today, we will continue to preserve frontline priorities across the 
Department by cutting costs, sharing resources across Components, and streamlining operations 
wherever possible. 

Thank you for inviting me to appear before you today. 1 look forward to answering your questions 
and to working with you on the Department’s FY 2013 Budget Request and other homeland 
security issues. 
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Secretary Janet Napolitano 



Janet Napolitano is the third Secretar>' of the Department of Homeland Security and is leading 
our nation’s collective efforts to secure our country from the threats we face - from terrorism to 
natural disasters. 

To counter the threat of terrorism, Napolitano has forged new partnerships with international 
allies, and expanded information sharing with federal, state and local law' enforcement - building 
a collaborative effort to detect and disrupt threats early oh. 

She has initiated a new, more strategic course to strengthen security along our southwest border, 
deploying additional personnel and advanced technology, while working closely with Mexico to 
combat violent international drag cartels - resulting in increased seizures of illegal contraband 
along the border and throughout our country's interior. 

Napolitano also has forged a smart and effective approach to enforcing our immigration laws and 
prioritizing public safety while targeting criminal aliens and aggressively pursuing employers 
that knowingly take advantage of illegal labor. 

She has strengthened the nation's ability to prepare for, respond to and recover trom disasters by 
cutting through red tape and expediting decision-making along the Gulf Coast, providing new 
resources to build resilient communities cind bolster their response capabilities, and calling on all 
Americans to play a role in the shared responsibility of making our homeland secure. 

In each of these areas - counterterrorism; border security; immigration enforcement; and disaster 
preparedness, response and recovery - Napolitano is building upon the skills and resources of 
this young department by deploying the best that science and technology have to offer; 
reinvigorating partnerships with state, local and tribal governments and the private sector - our 
nation's first detectors and first responders; and implementing a bold Efficiency Review that is 
making the Department a leaner, smarter agency better equipped to protect the nation. 
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Prior to becoming Secretary, Napoiitano was in her second term as Governor of Arizona and was 
recognized as a national leader on homeland security, border security and immigration. She was 
the first woman to chair the National Governors Association and was named one of the top five 
governors in the country by Time Magazine. Napoiitano was also the first female Attorney 
General of Arizona and served as U.S. Attorney for the District of Arizona. 

Napoiitano was bom in New York City and grew up in Pittsburgh, Penn., and Albuquerque, 

N.M. She graduated from Santa Clara University, where she won a Truman Scholarship and was 
the university's first female valedictorian, and received her Juris Doctor from the University of 
Virginia School of Law. Before entering public office, Napoiitano served as a clerk for Judge 
Mary M. Schroeder on the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit and practiced law in 
Phoenix at the firm of Lewis and Roca. 
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SECURE COMMUNITIES: DEPLOYMENT IN ALABAMA 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you, Madam Secretary, for your testimony 
and again, we appreciate your presence here this morning. I want 
to get right into the questions and let me just mention to the mem- 
bers of the Subcommittee, since we do have a pretty full house 
today, we will go by the 5-minute rule. We appreciate you sticking 
by that as close as possible. 

Madam Secretary, I would like to address an issue that we have 
talked about some that you are aware of and you mentioned in 
your opening comments. I received your letter you sent to me yes- 
terday in response to the January 17th letter, which I sent to you 
about the administration’s delay interpolating the Secure Commu- 
nities in Alabama. Unfortunately, your letter did not actually ad- 
dress the simple straightforward question in the letter. Today, on 
behalf of the people of Alabama, I really need an answer. And the 
question is, will you allow ICE to fully deploy the program in Ala- 
bama? 

Secretary Napolitano. Mr. Chairman, Secure Communities, as I 
have noted, is an important tool in our immigration enforcement 
prioritization efforts. It has been turned on in a number of Ala- 
bama jurisdictions covering, we estimate, 75 percent of the foreign- 
born population of Alabama. It has been deployed in more than 
half of Alabama’s counties. As you note, there are a few remaining 
counties left. We anticipate that nationwide deployment of Secure 
Communities across all remaining jurisdictions will be finished in 
fiscal year 2013. 

Mr. Aderholt. I understand that there are — you say 75 percent 
of the foreign-born population, still close to half of the counties in 
Alabama that have not been deployed and I think if you look at it, 
there are a lot of people who would look at it and say that the 
delay has been taken for political reasons. And it would be our re- 
quest that you reverse that decision, that you move swiftly in Ala- 
bama and across the Nation. I know that it has been cited before 
the fact that there is an ongoing lawsuit, but I would submit to you 
that Arizona and South Carolina are fully deployed, despite the 
lawsuit against those States for enacting an immigration enforce- 
ment law. I think the safety of Alabamians is certainly not a lesser 
concern in those States. 

Secretary Napolitano. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I think one of 
the differences between the remaining Alabama counties and Ari- 
zona and South Carolina is that those States were basically turned 
on before the litigation commenced. And as you know, the Alabama 
law has been upheld in part and joined in part; it is a somewhat 
confusing situation. It is due to be argued in the 11th Circuit Court 
of appeals in the near future. I believe it prudent to await the 11th 
circuit’s guidance on this issue. 

Mr. Aderholt. Well, so are you saying there is a legal reason? 

Secretary Napolitano. Among other things. 

Mr. Aderholt. Well, my understanding of Secure Communities, 
and we have discussed this quite a bit, is about getting arrest in- 
formation to ICE for Eederal law enforcement action. And the law- 
suit is about arguing that the Eederal Government has pre- 
eminence in immigration enforcement. So it seems to me like de- 
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ploying Secure Communities is more consistent with the govern- 
ment’s position in a lawsuit. So if there is a legal reasoning for de- 
laying deployment, I can’t really see where that argument would 
come in. 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, I am not sure, and again, these 
questions are probably more appropriately addressed to the Attor- 
ney General, but I believe that Alabama, in its papers, probably 
doesn’t concur with the preemption argument there. 

Mr. Aderholt. Well, one can only conclude that the delay in Ala- 
bama has been taken for political reasons. And so this morning, I 
would request that you reverse the decision and move out swiftly 
in Alabama and across the Nation. Secure Communities in your 
words is the single best tool for identifying criminal aliens for re- 
moval. That only makes our communities safer and the people of 
Alabama, in my opinion, deserve your commitment on this vital 
issue. 

FEMA GRANT PROGRAMS: STAFFING FOR ADEQUATE FIRE AND 
EMERGENCY RESPONSE 

The budget, let me switch to another issue. The budgeting in- 
cludes — the request includes 335 million for the SAFER Grant Pro- 
gram for firefighters. This request combined with the $1 billion you 
discuss in your testimony that is referenced in the official budget 
appendix to hire post 9/11 veterans in an unprecedented amount 
for this program. 

Everyone that you see on the dais from the Democrats to Repub- 
lican supports our local community firefighters and supports the 
hiring of veterans, which the President has stated will be the pro- 
gram’s objective. But this Subcommittee has concerns about the 
amount of funds requested in these programs when other programs 
integral to our Nation’s security has been cut back substantially. 
Is it correct that you have not awarded any fiscal 2012 or 2011 
funds thus far? 

Secretary Napolitano. In the SAFER grants, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Aderholt. Yes, in the SAFER grants. 

Secretary Napolitano. I will get back to you on that. If they 
have not been awarded — part of the delay in getting grants and 
grant guidance out is we didn’t get the actual fiscal year 2012 
budget until fairly recently. We will be releasing, later this week, 
the grant awards for fiscal year 2012 for the UASI [Urban Areas 
Security Initiative] and State Homeland Security grants. And I will 
get the date of the projected awards for SAFER. 

Mr. Aderholt. Okay. I would like to say according to our infor- 
mation, DHS just announced the guidelines on January 25th of fis- 
cal year 2011 funds. By our math, this means that you have almost 
744 million of grants from fiscal year 2011 and fiscal year 2012 for 
SAFER programs that have not been awarded. And that would be 
on top of the over 500 million that has been awarded but not 
drawn down. Does that sound correct? 

Secretary Napolitano. That could be. I will look into it, Mr. 
Chairman, and report back to you. 

[The information follows:] 

FEMA Response: When the FY 2011 Appropriations were passed in April 2011, 
the appropriation language did not include all of the waivers that were implemented 
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in the FY 2009 and FY 2010 grant programs. Due to the economic conditions at the 
time, it was decided that the benefit provided by including the waivers in FY 2011 
outweighed the costs. Thus, the Administration decided to defer the FY 2011 
SAFER award period while working with Congress and stakeholders to ensure the 
additional waivers were included in the FY 2012 appropriations bill. Subsequently, 
Congress included the FY 2011 grants waiver language in December 2011 as part 
of the FY 2012 appropriations bill. FEMA opened the FY 2011 SAFER application 
period in January 2012, allowing fire departments to apply with the waiver provi- 
sions in place. The application period closed February 24, 2012. Awards are ex- 
pected to begin in April 2012, as the SAFER program is awarded on a rolling basis. 
The FY 2012 SAFER application period is planned for July 2012 and the awards 
are expected to commence in September 2012. 

HIRING MILITARY VETERANS 

Mr. Aderholt. If it is the case that those funds are out there, 
and according to the math of the Subcommittee, if this is such a 
priority for the administration, then our question is why wasn’t it 
included in fiscal year 2011 guidelines that were just released just 
a little over 2 weeks ago? 

Also, I am puzzled by how you can say you want to hire veterans 
which would be new hires, yet you ask for a waiver of the require- 
ment that funds be used for new hires? 

Secretary Napolitano. We asked in a number of grant programs 
for some flexibility on how personnel costs are accounted for. But 
the Department, for the last years, has really focused on veterans’ 
hiring. There is a great pool of people, and they have already dem- 
onstrated a public service mission; a lot of their military training 
has some crossover application to some of the jobs we have in the 
Department. 

So we have now, excluding Coast Guard active duty, 50,000 
some-odd veterans that are on staff at the Department, including 
in leadership positions. And we intend to continue that record. 

Mr. Aderholt. As I say, I look forward to getting back with you, 
but it seems like according to our math that what we have looked 
at and the information we have given that there could be some 
good news here that you may not be aware of You could direct the 
744 million in unobligated firefighter grant dollars toward the new 
hires with a focus upon veterans, and it wouldn’t cost the tax- 
payers a single cent. 

Secretary Napolitano. We will look into that Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you. 

I would like to recognize Mr. Price. 

FEMA GRANT PROGRAMS: NATIONAL PREPAREDNESS PROGRAM 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me continue to ask 
the Secretary about first responder grants looking more broadly of 
what you are proposing under FEMA for the 2013 budget. You are 
requesting $2.9 billion for first responder grants, that is an in- 
crease of $525 million above 2012. 

Secretary Napolitano. Above 2012 enacted, yes, sir. 

Mr. Price. That is right. Similar to what Congress enacted for 
2012, you are proposing some restructuring of the State and local 
grant programs and that is what I would like to clarify here. We 
have $1.54 billion for a National Preparedness Grant Program, 
which the Secretary will allocate to the highest risk projects, lim- 
iting the availability of funds to 24 months, as I understand, to 
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deal with this drawdown prohlem. This grant program will incor- 
porate the expiring authorized grant programs currently funded 
under the State Homeland Security grant program, which includes 
UASI, transit and port and a few other grant programs. 

You are proposing $670 million for firefighter grants equally di- 
vided between SAFER and equipment with waivers to deal with 
the layoffs and the need for rehires. And I just say, parenthetically, 
that the full statement does clarify the relationship of the veterans’ 
hiring and the $1 billion and the Jobs Act to this basic request. We 
probably need that elaborated, but I do think your full statement 
makes that clear. 

You are also proposing $350 million for emergency management 
performance grants, $60 million for a new training partnership 
grant, that is the old National Domestic Preparedness Consortium 
renamed. And then $279 million for management and administra- 
tion of grant programs, exercises, technical assistance, evaluation 
and the Center for Domestic Preparedness. 

Now as you know. Madam Secretary, this Committee has ex- 
pressed concerned over consolidating FEMA grants in the past. 
These grant programs operate under different authorities. They 
have a variety of purposes as reflected, I think, most graphically 
in the differing allocation formulas that have applied to a number 
of these programs. Last year. Congress disregarded these concerns, 
consolidated all FEMA grant programs into one budget line, one as- 
sumes, to the drastic overall cuts to grants and the difficulty of de- 
ciding how to allocate what was left. 

But what you are proposing for 2013 continues grant consolida- 
tion, and in some respects, takes it beyond what we did in 2012. 
So could you first walk me through your FEMA grant proposal in 
more detail? For example, if the National Preparedness Grant Pro- 
gram will be focused on risk, and quickly procuring deployable as- 
sets, does that mean you will be eliminating funding for previously 
authorized grants that focused on longer-term security enhance- 
ments and hardening projects such as ports and security grants, 
which might well take more than 24 months to draw down? 

And then secondly, I wonder if you could give us some examples 
of areas you think should continue to be funding with the 2013 re- 
quest, and then maybe distinguish that from areas that you think 
might now be deemed “nice to fund” when the budgets are more 
robust but for the moment are deferrable. 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, Mr. Price, what we are proposing 
is that 16 grant programs be consolidated under the national pre- 
paredness grant name. The name comes from the national pre- 
paredness goal. A lot of stakeholders and grantees helped draft 
that goal and the material that goes with it. We provide in there — 
would provide in there, this is something we want to work with the 
Congress on — appropriate exceptions or waivers for longer-term 
projects. But we have also seen that it is important to continually 
incentivize our grantees to get money out of the door once it has 
been allocated. 

So one of the arguments made in favor of drastically cutting our 
grant award in fiscal year 2012 was the $8 billion or so that was 
deemed unspent across the country. We have scrubbed those num- 
bers to see what really is already out there; it has been allocated. 
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but it just hasn’t been spent yet. And we have provided, and intend 
to provide, a schedule to the grantees on how to get the old money 
out. But as the grant — as we have matured as a Department, so 
have the grants and the grantees. 

So we already start from a $35 billion base across the country. 
We believe now it would be prudent and effective and efficient to 
be able to look regionally and nationally for gaps in the security 
framework and the best ways to fill in those gaps. It ought to be 
primarily risk-based in its assessment, and have, at least at the 
outset, a 24-month deadline to help facilitate grantees, actually 
moving the money from the awardees to the actual street and to 
the front line. 

Mr. Price. By way of elaborating the differences that are in- 
volved here, the most graphic difference probably is the allocation 
principles that have governed the State grants and UASI grants, 
which are much more risk-based, much more targeted on the areas 
of greatest risk. Can you help us understand proportionally where 
this money is going to go with this combined approach and how 
those different allocation approaches get blended? 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, again, this is a proposal for the 
Congress with some explanatory language in the budget documents 
we have presented. But my vision would be that there be a some- 
what smaller amount than in the past that is dedicated across the 
country primarily based on population and using that formula, but 
that the overwhelming bulk of the national preparedness grant be 
based on risk. 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Rogers. 

ILLEGAL immigration: DEPORTATION POLICY 

Mr. Rogers. I want to ask you about our illegal immigration de- 
portation policy. I know that you are deporting criminal aliens, I 
congratulate you on that, that is what we all want. My question, 
though, deals with those non criminal illegal aliens, people who 
have not committed a crime in this country, or at least been con- 
victed of it. Are we deporting any of those people? 

Secretary Napolitano. Yes. 

Mr. Rogers. How many? 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, in fiscal year 2011, the last year we 
have numbers for, we removed from the country roughly 400,000 
individuals. Of those, 55 percent had criminal convictions; that is 
a much higher number than a couple years ago when it was in the 
low 30s. But the remainder fits within our priorities, there were fu- 
gitives from existing warrants, they were recent border crossers, 
they were repeat violators, and they meet other of our priority 
guidelines in ICE. 

Mr. Rogers. But were there any deported that were just simply 
here illegally? 

Secretary Napolitano. There were a small number that would 
have been picked up, and yes. 

Mr. Rogers. Yes. 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, in fiscal year 2011, 90 percent of all 
those deported were in one of our categories; they were criminal 
aliens, recent border crossers, repeat violators, and fugitives from 
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warrants, and that remaining 10 percent had a variety of reasons 
why they were deported. Some of them were deported because they 
were picked up in conjunction with others who were being arrested. 
There are a variety of reasons. 

Mr. Rogers. What do you mean by recent border crossers? 

Secretary Napolitano. Excuse me, please? 

Mr. Rogers. What do you mean by recent border crossers? 

Secretary Napolitano. Those that we picked up near the border. 
We are actually making — we are not just turning them around and 
bussing them back across the border. We are actually putting them 
into the system. They get a record; they are actually removed from 
the country. That is helpful in a number of ways. One of which is 
it gives us greater flexibility on how to deal with them if we find 
them as a repeat violator. 

Mr. Rogers. There are an estimated 13, 14 million illegal aliens 
in the country, the great bulk of whom have not committed a 
crime. What is the policy of the administration on dealing with 
those illegal aliens who have not committed a crime and are not 
recent border crossers? 

Secretary Napolitano. Or in another category. Well, as you said 
in your opening statement, one of things we must do in DHS is 
prioritize the mission. And those who have committed no other 
crime when we look at other factors — length of time in the United 
States, family relation with ties in the United States, service in the 
military and the like — those would be low-priority matters. 

Mr. Rogers. Well, some people say that you have given those 
people amnesty, that they no longer need worry about being here 
illegally. What do you say to that? 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, I think the amnesty term is quite 
frankly way too overused with respect to immigration. This is an 
area that profoundly needs to be reexamined by the Congress for 
a whole host of reasons, but the fact of the matter is the numbers 
were as I laid out to you in fiscal year 2011; 90 percent of those 
who moved did fall within mission priorities as we have stated 
them. Ten percent did not, but they were still removed from the 
country. 


AVIATION SECURITY PASSENGER EEES 

Mr. Rogers. Switching subjects. The aviation security passenger 
fees were established in the Aviation Transportation Security Act 
of 2001. Your budget proposal for this coming year would change 
the collection of that aviation passenger fee and would realize $317 
million by charging each passenger $5 per trip? 

Secretary Napolitano. Yes. 

Mr. Rogers. That would erase $317 million. The Department 
has proposed that for every year it has been a Department, and 
every year the Congress says don’t do that again, it is not going 
to happen. And I am here to tell you again, it is not going to hap- 
pen. And yet, you have included that $117 million of that in your 
budget to be spent by the Department for all sorts of purposes. And 
if that fee doesn’t come into being, you are short $117 million. As- 
suming that to be the case, where do you propose to cut $117 mil- 
lion? 
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Secretary Napolitano. Well, I would like to go back to the fee 
because that fee hasn’t been addressed or raised since 2002. As we 
all can appreciate, the cost of aviation security has risen dramati- 
cally. The fact that airlines can now charge to check a bag has put 
more into the carry-on baggage that we have to screen for; that is 
increased cost for the Department. And it seems to us, both as a 
matter of fairness but also a matter of deficit reduction, that it is 
appropriate to raise the fee. 

Now last year, one of the arguments against the fee was that we 
had said we were going to deploy it on an enplanement basis, 
meaning on each leg you would pay a fee. Congress objected to 
that, and so we have reformed the proposal to say, “All right, we 
will just charge it once for the whole trip.” But both for matters 
of making sure that we support the aviation security system and 
for deficit reduction, I think Congress ought to readdress that 
issue. 

Mr. Rogers. Well, I understand what your position is. If we don’t 
do it, where are you going to cut $117 million? 

Secretary Napolitano. Representative Rogers, I don’t play what- 
ifs. 

Mr. Rogers. We do. We have to play what-ifs. We have to find 
the money to fund your Department. If there are $117 million 
shortfall because we don’t enact this tax, which I don’t think we 
will, where do you propose to cut that amount of money? We need 
to know. 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, Representative Rogers, it is not a 
tax; it is a fee. 

Mr. Rogers. Please answer my question. 

Secretary Napolitano. It is a fee that hasn’t been increased for 
almost 10 years. And we will work with the Congress on all mat- 
ters related to the budget. But how and why we would have to re- 
place that whole — to me, it doesn’t make sense. This is an aviation 
security fee. The costs of that have risen dramatically. It is a small 
fee, a small price. 

Mr. Rogers. Well, when TSA director Kip Hawley in 2006 came 
here again with that proposal as every Secretary has since I have 
been here, since the committee’s been here. When he came in 2006 
with that same proposal, I told Kip Hawley at that time, “The next 
time you come up here and propose a tax you know you can’t pass, 
dumping the problem in the lap of Congress, I want you to pay the 
price.” I repeat. 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, Representative, I think the fact 
that the prior administration also requested an increase in the fee 
shows that it has bipartisan support. 

Mr. Rogers. And I would tell you that the change of Congress 
that has taken place over these 8 or 9 years, year in and year out, 
rejects it, and it is not going to happen this year so be prepared 
that you will have to pay the price. I yield. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Dicks. 

cybersecurity: ineormation sharing 

Mr. Dicks. Going back to cybersecurity, why don’t you tell us 
what you are doing with others government agencies and with the 
private sector? And there is a lot of concern that the private sector 
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isn’t being candid about their problem here and that we have got 
to do something to have regulations to make people report cyber at- 
tacks. Where is the administration on all of this? 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, the administration supports the bill 
that was introduced in the Senate this week that does have infor- 
mation-sharing as part of it. Indeed, the information sharing provi- 
sions, I think, were migrated from Senator Feinstein’s bill in the 
Intel Community. It has within it a process, by which DHS will 
work with the private sector, that comprises critical infrastructure 
of the country to share information and report incidences of cyber 
intrusion, cyber attack, and the like. This is an area that has been 
a growth area within DHS. 

We work across the interagency; we work with critical infrastruc- 
ture already. But, as you note, that can be more episodic than sys- 
temic, and given the size of the problem, we really need much more 
involvement by the private sector. 

Mr. Dicks. And the private sector has not been totally willing to 
be involved, isn’t that correct? 

Secretary Napolitano. As I said, it is episodic. It is not — we are 
just talking core critical infrastructure now. 

Mr. Dicks. What about the other civilian agencies in the Federal 
Government? How are we doing with them? 

Secretary Napolitano. We have now deployed Einstein 2 to 17 
of the 19 agencies to which it is to be deployed. The 18th is 

Mr. Dicks. Give the committee a quick definition of Einstein 2. 

Secretary Napolitano. It is a system — I don’t want to go too 
much into matters that are classified — ^but it is a system that de- 
tects any sort of network intrusion. 

Mr. Dicks. But it isn’t totally perfect, right? Even where Einstein 
has been deployed, as I understand it, there are still ways to work 
around it. 

Secretary Napolitano. Representative, this is an area of con- 
stant creativity by our adversaries, but we are already working on 
Einstein 3. One of the things the budget request does, it would 
allow us to accelerate the development and deployment of Einstein 
3. 

Mr. Dicks. How is your relationship with NSA and the Defense 
Department on these issues? 

Secretary Napolitano. Very good. As noted earlier. Secretary 
Gates and I reached an agreement between our two departments, 
which really have the overwhelming bulk of the work. DOJ [De- 
partment of Justice] does a lot of the criminal investigations. Com- 
merce has some work. Energy has work, we recognize that. But the 
bulk of the protection and preventive work that needs to occur is 
between DOD [Department of Defense] and DHS. And we reached 
an agreement on how to do that and cross deploy some individuals, 
and how we both can utilize the resources of the NSA [National Se- 
curity Agency], albeit in the civilian context. You have to build in 
much more robust privacy and other protections when you are talk- 
ing about using NSA methodology. 

POLAR ICE BREAKERS 

Mr. Dicks. Let me switch to another subject, polar ice breakers. 

Secretary Napolitano. Yes. 
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Mr. Dicks. There was a study done in 2010, concluded three 
heavy and three medium ice breakers needed for the Coast Guard 
to fulfill its statutory missions. Currently we have only one me- 
dium ice breaker, the Healy, in service, with one heavy ice breaker, 
the Polar Star is expected to come back into service during the next 
fiscal year. 

Can you tell us what your plans are? I know you have one, I 
think, in the budget for this year, right? 

Secretary Napolitano. We have $8 million in the budget to 
begin the design and plan of another ice breaker. I am glad you 
raised this, because these are going to be essential resources that 
we will need. There will be increased oil drilling in the north up 
in the Arctic; in fact, the Healy was the ship that helped bring the 
oil to Nome, Alaska, which was running out of heating oil for the 
winter. 

And you are right, we only have the Healy and the Polar Star 
that is in drydock. So our hope is that the budget request will be 
approved and we can move to the design and plan of a third ice 
breaker. 

Mr. Dicks. Why not repair the Polar at sea as well? 

Secretary Napolitano. We would intend to do that, but the prob- 
lem is when you do repairs or maintenance there, they are in dry- 
dock, and they are not operational. We certainly need at least one 
more operational ice breaker. 

Mr. Dicks. Okay, I would like to work with you on this and I ap- 
preciate your testimony today and keep working on the cybersecu- 
rity issue, it is a big, big problem for the country. 

Secretary Napolitano. Indeed. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you, Mr. Dicks. Mr. Frelinghuysen. 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT EUNDS 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Madam Sec- 
retary, first of all, I want to thank you for coming up to New Jersey 
with Director Fugate and some of the FEMA people when we had 
our hurricane disaster along the Passaic River, it was good to have 
you up there. Appreciate all the good work and FEMA gets high 
marks from a lot of people that I represent. 

I would also like to associate myself with some of the remarks 
that Mr. Dicks made initially in terms of cyber who is doing what, 
I think it is pretty important. So my question sort of focuses on a 
lot of what happens in this country, depends on investments and 
research and development. What are your Department’s priorities 
in that area? I have been looking over your budget, there are some 
reductions in R&D, you have, I think, something called a science 
and technology directorate. It sounds sort of ominous, but what are 
your priorities in terms of research and development? 

Secretary Napolitano. I think because it sounds ominous, we 
just call it S&T [Science and Technology Directorate], and what we 
do and propose for S&T is that we restore the research and devel- 
opment funds it has to the fiscal year 2011 levels. Those funds 
were cut dramatically in the fiscal year 2012 budget. That was a 
cut we opposed and continue to oppose, because particularly in the 
homeland security area, research and development long term needs 
to be done. The research cycle is not an annual cycle or even a hi- 
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annual cycle. It takes a while. But we are focused on biodefense. 
We are focusing it on explosive detection devices. We are focused 
on research in the cyber area. Those are three of the areas of focus 
within S&T. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. So how can you assure us, since some of us 
serve on other committees, Mr. Dicks and I serve on Defense and 
Intel, that what you are doing has any relation to what, shall we 
say, others are doing across the spectrum here? What level of as- 
surance can you give us that we are not — even though there are 
some reductions in your R&D budget, fairly substantial, you have 
raised several priorities, including explosives and biologies. Who is 
out there as sort of the gatekeeper in terms of assuring that we are 
making the investments we need to do, and they aren’t in any way 
duplicative? 

Secretary Napolitano. With respect to the other major funded 
departments that receives monies for these things, we are con- 
stantly working with them, looking to see whether there are tech- 
nologies or things that have been deployed, for example in the mili- 
tary context, that can be altered or adjusted to use for our work 
so that we don’t necessarily reinvent the wheel, so to speak. So 
there is a constant interaction at the agency staff level on that re- 
gard. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. So you are assuring us that you work with 
all these other — with the DOD, FBI 

Secretary Napolitano. Yes. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen [continuing]. And other agencies to make 
sure that we are not duplicating? 

Secretary Napolitano. Yes. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Okay. A lot of the colleges and universities 
are involved in this research and development. What is their role? 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, we have 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. The so-called Centers of Excellence. 

Secretary Napolitano. That is right. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. And how do they relate to this particular 
issue? 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, we reach out into the academic 
community. I think this year we have $32 million or so there. It 
is a competitive process for a university to be named. But we are 
looking there for basic research. For example, in Representative 
Price’s district, there is a large center. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. A good choice. 

Secretary Napolitano. But he left. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Yes, he did. 

Secretary Napolitano. Would you let him know that I ref- 
erenced it? There is a biocenter there. So what we do is identify 
where we need to begin the research cycle, where there are things 
that we would like that academics can do, and then the money is 
awarded appropriately. 

DATA system CONSOLIDATION 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Lastly, you have about 230,000 employees 
under your Department of Homeland Security umbrella. They have 
a lot of systems, information systems, and I would like to know, I 
am sure other Members would like to know, how those systems 
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interact, and, more importantly, how well they are protected from 
the sort of attacks we are talking about here? And do those sys- 
tems talk to one another? 

One of the things I think we found out here, there are a lot of 
systems that are sold, and there are a lot of vendors protecting, ob- 
viously, their systems. What are you doing to assure us that the 
systems that are legacy systems or new systems that may be 
bought, that there is actually what we call — used to call interoper- 
ability and such? 

Secretary Napolitano. Let me take it in two bites. Representa- 
tive. There is money in the budget to continue consolidation of data 
systems within the Department. As you know, we are comprised of 
what were formerly 22 different agencies, and we have lots of leg- 
acy systems and the like, so that process continues to be funded 
under the President’s request. That is one set of systems. 

The other one I think you are referring to is all the data we col- 
lect — TSA [Transportation Security Administration], CBP, ICE, 
criminal data from the FBI [Federal Bureau of Investigation]. I 
would invite you to visit the National Targeting Center, if you 
wish, but we have now been able to consolidate — not necessarily 
consolidate, but make interoperable — all of those data systems. So 
on a real-time basis we can target and monitor cargo and pas- 
sengers traveling to and from the United States. 

PRIVACY ISSUES 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Lastly, we used to call it need to know. 
What exists today to assure certainly that people’s privacy is pro- 
tected under the Constitution, but that we also achieve what we 
want to achieve, which is to have instant communication which 
would keep us safer? 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, you are right about the privacy 
issues, and they are important. We operate under a need to share 
information, and one of the more important things we do is take 
intel that has been generated in Washington, D.C., and translate 
it into products that can be shared with the private sector that 
may be implicated and with State and local law enforcement. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mrs. Lowey. 

cybersecurity: einancial systems, combating attacks against 

Mrs. Lowey. Welcome, Madam Secretary. I wanted to follow up 
on the cybersecurity issue for just a moment first. New York’s and 
the Nation’s economy depend on the health of our financial system 
and the free flow of credit and capital. A successful cyberattack, as 
you know, on America’s financial system could have devastating ef- 
fects on our Nation’s economy. How is DHS working with the pri- 
vate sector and specifically the financial system to ensure they 
have the tools necessary to combat cyberthreats? 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, right now — it is a critical sector of 
the economy. Right now, if we learn of a breach or are informed 
of a breach or intrusion, we immediately offer aid in response to 
repair, to patch, to mitigate. We also look for whether there could 
be other systems around the country that could be affected by the 
same virus, and that is under way. 
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But as I mentioned to Representative Dicks, there is no require- 
ment for information exchange in that regard, so we don’t know 
that we actually get all the information we need from that critical 
piece of the economy. 

Mrs. Lowey. Well, if necessary, we could have a classified brief- 
ing, but I think it is absolutely essential that we try and put plans 
in place when we know there have been threats on the New York 
Stock Exchange and other major corporations that affect our econ- 
omy. So I think once it has been hacked, it is kind of late. I would 
be interested to know what, in fact, we have been doing to protect 
it. 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, again, we work with NASDAQ and 
others in the financial sector in terms of overall protection and pre- 
vention. But a lot of this is tipped off or keyed off of intrusions or 
attacks that occur, and what we want to do is quickly stop, miti- 
gate the damage, minimize the damage, and see if we can make 
sure other entities are not infiltrated as well using the same meth- 
odology. 

FEMA GRANT PROGRAMS: URBAN AREAS SECURITY INITIATIVE GRANTS 

Mrs. Lowey. On to another issue on block grants. When you dis- 
tribute the fiscal year 2012 funds, will you continue the structure 
of awarding funds in a manner that provides funding directly to 
high-risk urban areas as well as setting aside other funding for 
States? I believe it is important to provide funds for both high-risk 
urban areas as well as States to help coordinate State and regional 
capabilities, and that is why I have been supportive of both UASI 
and SHSGP. 

Secretary Napolitano. The fiscal year 2012 grant awards will 
come out at the end of the week, and they will continue that meth- 
od of how we get the money out. 

Mrs. Lowey. As you know, UASI was created for high-risk urban 
areas, but has since been distributed to areas that are not high 
risk. Would you support more targeted investments to ensure that 
the highest-risk cities receive the funding that they need? 

Secretary Napolitano. We have really carefully looked at the 
UASI list, particularly in light of the dramatic cuts to UASI fund- 
ing in the fiscal year 2012 budget, and looked at how best to make 
use of those monies in a targeted way. We have also looked at the 
FBI’s analysis of risk and security of our communities to help in- 
form our decisions. 


SECURING THE CITIES PROGRAM 

Mrs. Lowey. Thank you. And I want to thank you for recognizing 
the importance of the Secure the Cities Program, which is a joint 
effort between Federal and local governments to prevent radio- 
logical and nuclear material from being detonated in New York. 
And I have seen it work with the police department and Ray Kelly 
and what procedures they put in place. This is so very important. 

The President’s budget request provides $22 million for Securing 
the Cities, which is level funding from the prior year. Last year. 
Securing the Cities in Manhattan received $20 million of the $22 
million provided, with an additional $2 million set aside to estab- 
lish a new pilot program in a second city. 
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Will the Department of Homeland Security continue the commit- 
ment to New York as the primary and most at-risk recipient? 

Secretary Napolitano. That is our intent, yes. 

Mrs. Lowey. And as the program looks to expand to a second 
pilot region, will the New York program continue to receive $20 
million under the request? 

Secretary Napolitano. I don’t know what the request is in fiscal 
year 2012, but our intent is to continue full funding for the New 
York pilot. 


COLLECTIVE BARGAINING 

Mrs. Lowey. We will continue that discussion. I thank you. 

As you know, we have been talking about collective bargaining, 
and I have been very pleased that attention has been given to that 
issue. Could you tell me how DHS plans to go forward to provide 
collective bargaining rights to the Transportation Security offices? 
You know the rest of DHS has it, and I know they are working on 
it. Perhaps you could elaborate. 

Secretary Napolitano. The TSA workers had their election last 
year. They selected their union representative. We are — and by 
“we” I mean leadership of TSA — has been in discussions with their 
leadership over the last months, and I think formal bargaining be- 
gins in another week or two. 

Mrs. Lowey. I think just to bring it to your attention, I am sure 
you are aware they do not yet have full collective bargaining rights, 
and there shouldn’t be two sets of rules for employees of the same 
agency, one for TSOs and another for all TSA employees. So I 
would hope you would give this additional attention. 

Do you have an update on the ongoing discussion between TSA 
and its employees? 

Secretary Napolitano. Yes, I have been kept up to date. I would 
note, however, that they were organized pursuant to a different 
statute than the other employees of DHS, and so that does make 
some differences in terms of what can be within the scope of the 
bargaining process. 

Mrs. Lowey. But I think we have agreed that collective bar- 
gaining is a fair way to proceed, and I am glad you are on top of 
it, and I hope that it becomes reality soon. 

Secretary Napolitano. Thank you. 

Mrs. Lowey. How will the new consolidation of assistance — my 
time is up. Thank you. I didn’t hear the tap tap, and I thought I 
would get an additional question. 

Mr. Aderholt. I will try to tap a little louder next time. 

Mr. Crenshaw. 


ARIZONA border TECHNOLOGY 

Mr. Crenshaw. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and welcome. Madam 
Secretary. 

I want to ask you about this Arizona border technology plan. As 
I understand it, you froze the activities under, I guess, SBInet 
about a year and a half ago and put in a new plan, which, as I un- 
derstand it, was to get the technology out quicker, more imme- 
diately buy off-the-shelf-type programs, and then help the Border 
Patrol meet their mission. But it is my understanding that all that 
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technology hasn’t kind of been put in place yet. There is $800 mil- 
lion, as I understand it, that you have available. And since this 
technology is not being utilized yet, I wonder, it must not be a 
budget issue; is that right? 

Secretary Napolitano. It is a prudent procurement issue. And if 
I might explain, we froze SBInet, and we froze the fixed tower as- 
pect of it that was borderwide because it was over cost and behind 
timewise, not operational for a number of our agents — different 
parts of the border require different things — and moved to a sector- 
specific planning for technology, and put an emphasis on pur- 
chasing technologies that were already available. 

Arizona does have some use for the integrated fixed towers. 
Those are under way. The other sector plans, including Arizona’s, 
have now been developed through CBP. They are in the final 
phases, and then we will go out and buy technology. But we want- 
ed to be careful here because we had been burned once by a rush 
to procurement. We want to make sure we get the right things that 
really fit the needs of a particular area. Those plans are now — like 
I said, they have been developed, and we will begin with Arizona 
first. 

Mr. Crenshaw. But, I mean, $800 million is a lot of money, and 
if it is sitting there, it sounds like there has been a lot of delay. 
I can appreciate you want to do a good job of what you do. When 
you talk to the border agents, they are ready to have this tech- 
nology. You have added some new agents, and they are doing a 
great job. 

But if there is a delay in all of this acquisition, these requests 
or proposals or whatever, is there any kind of bureaucratic prob- 
lem? Is it simply you are just trying to do a really good job, and 
it takes a lot longer than we might think? Because it seems to me 
it is hard enough to appropriate money, and when the money is sit- 
ting there, and it is not being utilized, and we are not doing the 
job that we are supposed to do, then we need to understand why 
it is taking so long. 

Secretary Napolitano. That is right, and I appreciate that prob- 
lem. That is one of the reasons on the FEMA grant process where 
we are asking the States and putting some deadlines on when they 
get their money out the door. But the planning process is complete 
with the use of that technology. It has been careful. I really wanted 
to look at how the technology would interrelate with the oper- 
ational needs of our agents, make sure we buy the things they can 
actually use, and also maintain, repair, use over time. And those 
plans are now complete, and we are ready to go. 

Mr. Crenshaw. I am just looking at this. There is something 
called “remote video surveillance system.” I guess that is kind of 
an understandable system that is available. Is there a reason why 
that hasn’t been acquired yet? 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, there are different needs at the bor- 
der. There are places where the remote video surveillance just 
won’t work. We can buy it, but it really doesn’t help us. There are 
places that are so rugged that we can’t get to it regularly to 

Mr. Crenshaw. Does that mean you don’t need the radio surveil- 
lance, or you are just slow acquiring it? 
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Secretary Napolitano. No, it means we have got to use different 
things in different areas because different areas have different re- 
quirements. 

Mr. Crenshaw. Are you going to use the radio surveillance? 

Secretary Napolitano. In some areas, yes. 

Mr. Crenshaw. Then why haven’t you gotten around to acquir- 
ing it? 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, sir, we are not going to acquire it — 
the reason you do a plan, a sector-specific plan, is to say what we 
need to acquire, and how much of it we need to acquire, and what 
does it need to be able to do to be useful in that particular environ- 
ment. 

Mr. Crenshaw. But don’t you put that in the plan when you de- 
veloped this Arizona technology plan and then funded it? 

Secretary Napolitano. That part of the planning, really looking 
at what was there, what we already have, what we need, what 
would work, what wouldn’t work, that is what has been involved 
within the technology planning process that we started when I put 
the freeze on SBInet. 

Mr. Crenshaw. I got you. 

Just turning to, I guess, the personnel side, you have got a lot 
of new agents that have been Border Patrol, and things are going 
really well in Arizona. But as you know, it is kind of like that 
Whack-A-Mole, or whatever; when you hit one, Arizona is doing 
good, and then it pops up down on the Texas border. So how does 
that fit in? When you do a good job in one area, do you anticipate 
that smuggling routes are going to change, and people are going to 
go to different places? Are you dealing with that now? 

Secretary Napolitano. Yes, and we have seen it before on the 
border. This is an historical pattern. It is like a bedspread, you 
know; you move one corner, and the other corner moves. 

I am actually going to the south Texas border over the holiday 
weekend, or Monday I think I am going down there, to see where 
we are at and look at the numbers and what our needs are there. 
The important thing we need to do, and this Congress has been 
very helpful in this regard, is sustain the record number of Border 
Patrol agents that we have, because that allows us to secure that 
border and gives us some flexibility to move people around without 
sacrificing yet another sector of the border. So we don’t want to, 
just because we put a lot of resources in Arizona, move them all 
to Texas, and then Arizona becomes a problem. 

The way Congress has appropriated money to the Border Patrol, 
I think, has led to one of the success stories of the last 3 years, 
which is really making material progress on that southwest border. 

Mr. Crenshaw. Thank you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Olver. 

budget: employment impacts 

Mr. Olver. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for being 
here with us today. Madam Secretary. 

I am trying to get a handle on the whole budget, which, of 
course, you have had a lot of time to get a handle on. One of the 
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previous speakers had mentioned that there were 230,000. Is that 
the number of employees of the Homeland Security Department? 

Secretary Napolitano. Roughly, yes. 

Mr. Olver. Would you like to sharpen that closer? 

Secretary Napolitano. No. I think 230,000 is a number we com- 
monly use. 

Mr. Olver. All right. I notice that the budget in its totality is 
very similar to last year in totality, $39.5 billion, down just a little 
bit, but only about half a percent. Is there a job impact on that 
number of 230,000 that comes with that half-percent reduction? 

Secretary Napolitano. There are no layoffs within that half-a- 
percent reduction. We have been able to make some decisions with 
respect to limiting some recruitment or not replacing employees 
who retire, but 

Mr. Olver. What would be the total impact of that? That is an 
attrition, that is a policy. What would that be in the course of the 
year within your budget? 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, there is normal attrition, which 
that just happens, but then we replace those employees. But there 
are some targeted areas where we don’t anticipate replacing em- 
ployees. One of those would be the Coast Guard. 

Mr. Olver. What, then, is the net impact of that, of the policy 
that you would follow, in the total employment of the agency, of the 
Homeland Security Department? 

Secretary Napolitano. It is minimal. I think for the Coast 
Guard, it is around 1,000 FTEs [full-time equivalents], and there 
is a little haircutting in some other areas. But it is a minimal em- 
ployment impact. 

Mr. Olver. Okay. Can I get anything closer to what the total 
would be? You have given 1,000 for the Coast Guard. Is it likely 
to be 2,000, 3,000 total, whatever your definition is for minimal? 

Secretary Napolitano. Right. Well, I am trying to distinguish 
between normal attrition, which I thought you were asking for, 
which varies across the Department 

Mr. Olver. I wanted to know the net reduction in the Depart- 
ment. 

Secretary Napolitano. I would say no more than 2,000. 

Mr. Olver. No more than 2,000. Okay. That is good. 

I notice that half of the budget basically is in TSA, and the Coast 
Guard, and immigration and ICE essentially, virtually half of the 
budget, and in those issues, in those areas, the budget is down by 
in TSA slightly over 6 percent, and Coast Guard right around 4 
percent, and also for ICE right around 4 percent. 

What is the job impact of those reductions in those three major 
departments, major subareas that comprise virtually half the budg- 
et? How do you get those cuts without having a major job impact? 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, there is no impact to frontline per- 
sonnel. Part of the reason there are reductions is because invest- 
ments in capital for those departments have now been made, and 
we don’t need the same amount of money because we are not con- 
tinuing to purchase at the same rate that we were purchasing be- 
fore. So it would be what I would see as a normal decline in size 
of budgets, where you have a lot of capital expenditures for explo- 
sive-detection machinery or installing secure communities and the 
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like. We are now pretty well almost to the completion of some of 
those streams, so therefore we don’t need the same amount of 
money. 

But as I mentioned to you, the budget request of the President 
has a reduction of roughly 1,000 in the Coast Guard. It has, we an- 
ticipate, a couple of hundred in ICE. Those would be back room 
and clerical, administrative-type personnel, and the same in TSA, 
but no reduction in the frontline operation of the departments. 

Mr. Olver. Okay. I realize you had said that there was roughly 
a — pardon? Time is up? 

Mr. Aderholt. Your time has expired. 

Mr. Olver. Oh, my goodness. 

Mr. Aderholt. It goes by fast. Mr. Dent. 

CHEMICAL EACILITY ANTI-TERRORISM STANDARDS 

Mr. Dent. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Thank you. Madam Secretary, for being with us today. I wanted 
to talk a little about the CFATS program. As you know, protecting 
our Nation’s chemical facilities is a daunting task, one that re- 
quires not just assessing the level of risk, but working with the pri- 
vate sector to coordinate and share information. I am sure you 
have seen the internal memo concerning CFATS that was produced 
for Under Secretary Beers at the end of last year regarding the 
current challenges to the CFATS program. I don’t think anyone can 
be pleased with the issues that are raised in that particular memo. 

Madam Secretary, from what I understand, this memo articu- 
lates that the mission budget, staffing and workplace culture with- 
in the Infrastructure Security Compliance Division as it relates to 
CFATS are not in any sort of working order. We have spoken on 
a number of occasions in the past and over the years regarding au- 
thorization of conflicts over inherently safer technologies, and ac- 
cordingly your review that shows this level of dysfunction for a pro- 
gram that is vital to our Nation’s security is disconcerting, to say 
the least. 

The American people are shouting at Congress and the adminis- 
tration to get our fiscal house in order, and yet we see where our 
finite dollars have been spent on things like unneeded equipment 
and an excess of contractors. Or even more concerning is that 
today, 5 years after the program was initiated, not 1 site security 
plan has been finalized even though industry has submitted over 
4,000 of them to DHS for approval. 

So I guess my main question. Madam Secretary, is what is your 
honest response to this internal assessment of the program, and 
what is the path forward? 

Secretary Napolitano. Representative, I was not happy when I 
read that report, as you might imagine. We have done a number 
of things in the interim since that report was generated. We have 
developed an action plan for the CFATS program. It involves train- 
ing of personnel. It involves changing some of the systems within 
the CFATS program to move the SSPs [site security plans] along. 
As you know, as you correctly noted, they seem to have been held 
up in the works for the tier ones, and we want to move those 
through. We have made some personnel changes and some admin- 
istrative changes to have more oversight of the CFATS program. 
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And I personally have the action plan and its dimensions, or the 
segments of it, on my desk right now. I share your concern. 

Mr. Dent. So you are committed to making it work. 

Secretary Napolitano. Absolutely. It is necessary. I mean, these 
chemical facilities can be a big security risk, so we need to make 
this work. 

Mr. Dent. One more issue. It is on the issue of personal surety. 
It is my understanding that a final rule is with 0MB. The industry 
experts on the ground who have committed time and money toward 
meeting CFATS deadlines continue to express concern over the 
path the Department is pursuing with respect to personal surety. 
Some have suggested industry use the TWIG cards, but your ad- 
ministration is proposing to create an entire new credentialing sys- 
tem that is going to cost millions of dollars. 

I am just hoping. Madam Secretary, why can’t TWIG satisfy the 
GFATS personal surety requirements, and you are aware of this 
cost to industry if the current proposal is implemented? I would 
like to see this done in a reasonable manner. 

Secretary Napolitano. Representative, I will look into that. That 
is an interesting suggestion. 

Mr. Dent. It is a very big concern, and TWIG is a good credential 
that I think we have all have embraced. 

Secretary Napolitano. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dent. Thank you. 

I will yield back. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you. 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. 

ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION: DETENTION REFORM 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. Welcome, Madam Secretary. First of all, let 
me begin by acknowledging that you have had success in improving 
aspects of our immigration detention system; however, I remain 
deeply concerned about the slow pace of detention reform, because 
we continue to hear credible reports of sexual assaults, racism, ran- 
dom beatings and management cover-ups in detention facilities. 
Also of concern is IGE’s failure to make better use of alternatives 
to detention for immigrants who don’t pose a threat to public safe- 
ty, either their communities or to our country. So I am pleased that 
your budget would dramatically increase funding for ATD and 
allow your Department the flexibility to shift money from detention 
beds to these safe, effective programs. 

My question is that given the seriousness of the reported abuses 
at some of these detention facilities, will detention reform be a top 
priority for your Department this year? And also, can you elaborate 
on the importance of increasing your budget to allow more flexi- 
bility in your reform efforts? 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, I think operating a safe and secure 
detention environment is a responsibility that we have had. We 
have done a lot in the detention area. As you have noted, we have 
consolidated, and we have added more oversight. We have issued 
proposed standards that exceed anything that would be, I think, 
issued under the Prison Rape Elimination Act. We are moving for- 
ward very, very carefully and aggressively there, and it is part and 
parcel of running an effective immigration system. You have got to 
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have good detention centers. We also are in the process of opening 
a detention center that will be used only for civil violators in the 
immigration context. They haven’t cut the ribbon. They will be 
shortly. 

With respect to ATD [alternative to detention], you are correct, 
the budget does request additional funding for that. That will allow 
us to, I think, provide more oversight in the ATD population. It 
will also, I think, enable us to move some of those cases through 
more quickly so that individuals don’t sit on the nondetained ATD 
docket for so long. That would be an overall cost savings. 

Ms. Roybal- Allard. Madam Secretary, I think most of us could 
agree that we need comprehensive immigration reform, and I am 
pleased that your Department has made some progress in insti- 
tuting smarter and more effective enforcement policies. And one of 
those efforts is the ongoing review of the 300,000 deportation cases 
currently pending in our immigration system. 

Your Department’s effort will help to relieve our backlogged im- 
migration courts and allow ICE to focus more of its scarce re- 
sources on violent criminals. It is my understanding that the pilot 
programs in Denver and Baltimore which are part of that effort re- 
sulted in the dismissal of more than 1,600 cases because those ar- 
rested had deep ties to the United States and posed no threat to 
our communities or to our country. 

What lessons did DHS learn from the pilots, and what is your 
Department’s timetable for undertaking its review of all the out- 
standing deportation cases? 

Secretary Napolitano. First, just a technical correction. Rep- 
resentative. Any cases that we found that were of very low priority 
were not dismissed, they were administratively closed. And all that 
means is if there is subsequent activity by the individuals, the 
cases immediately can be reopened and restored to their place on 
the docket. So it is an important, I think, distinction to make. 

Ms. Roybal- Allard. Thank you for that. 

Secretary Napolitano. Lessons learned. We were really looking 
at how long the review took; what were some of the problems; and 
what kind of guidance the lawyers in the Department, the OPLA 
[Office of the Principal Legal Advisor] lawyers, needed to fill out 
things. And we completed the pilot within about 6 weeks. Our in- 
tent is to have the whole backlog of the detained docket reviewed 
no later than the end of this year. 

SOUTHWEST BORDER SECURITY 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. Okay. And under your leadership, as has 
been noted, DHS has made remarkable progress in securing our 
southwest border, and as the President stated in his State of the 
Union, lax border security is no longer a valid reason to oppose 
comprehensive immigration reform. In part, these gains have been 
achieved through the rapid expansion of the Border Patrol. How- 
ever, I remain concerned about reports of Border Patrol corruption 
and of agents mistreating immigrants, including children in their 
custody. In fact, in a recent NGO report, investigators documented 
more than 30,000 separate incidents at the Border Patrol. 
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What steps is your Department taking to improve the training 
and oversight of its personnel at the border in order to end this un- 
acceptable pattern of abuse? 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, I would dispute any NGO [non-gov- 
ernmental organization] report that used those kinds of numbers. 
From time to time there are incidents, and we deal with them very 
firmly and swiftly. There is no reason for it within the Border Pa- 
trol system. But there is a lot of stuff said about what happens at 
the border that does not, in fact, pan out when you actually look 
at the facts. 

Beyond that, however, we have staffed up relatively quickly. We 
thank the Congress for the funds to do that. That is one of the 
ways we have been able to secure the southwest border. We want 
to sustain those agents down at the border. It is a record number 
of agents down at the border. And the Acting Commissioner, David 
Aguilar, has now looked at that and has said that making sure 
that training and supervision and anticorruption measures are 
going to be some of his top priorities, particularly for those new 
agents and agents as they move through the system. 

Ms. Roybal- Allard. I have run out of time, but I would like to 
follow up with your Department on the NGO report. Thank you. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you. 

Judge Carter. 

NATIONAL DOMESTIC PREPAREDNESS CONSORTIUM 

Mr. Carter. Thank you. 

Thank you. Madam Secretary. I appreciate your being here. 

The DHS budget request seeks to fundamentally reform the 
FEMA grant programs while strong — I support this. I think that 
your competition and procurement process is a good idea. But I 
have a couple of questions on these training partnership grants 
that concern me. They seem to negate significant investment Con- 
gress has made to the National Domestic Preparedness Consor- 
tium. It seems to me this new direction is more concerned about 
starting up duplicative programs rather than bolstering existing 
programs. 

I have been told the current backlog of first responders seeking 
training of existing programs is over 20,000, and awarding these 
funds to these new folks, they will have to go through curriculum 
approval and a lot of other start-ups, which will seem to create 
some sort of a lag in this. 

I guess my first question is has the National Domestic Prepared- 
ness Consortium failed to meet the training needs of first respond- 
ers in this area? If not, then why do we need to divert funding and 
undertake the significant cost of standing up new programs when 
grant funds are already scarce? 

Secondly, how does the newly proposed structure of the training 
partnership grants and your request for $60 million address the 
backlog better than the existing training programs? 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, with respect to all grants, we are 
seeking to consolidate and streamline and focus where the dollars 
will do the most good. I think we can all agree that that is an ap- 
propriate thing for us to do from a management perspective. 
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With respect to eliminating redundancies, we will look at that. 
If you believe that to he a redundancy, we will he happy to look 
at that. But our overall goal is to take what before had been 16 
different grant programs, all with different administrators and ad- 
ministrative guidelines and formulas and this and that, and say we 
are focused on the national preparedness goal 

Mr. Carter. I understand that. But I am really curious about 
whether the National Domestic Preparedness Consortium is failing 
to meet their mission. 

Secretary Napolitano. Not that I know it, but I will be happy 
to look into that for you. 

Mr. Carter. Well, I mean, if we are going to start a duplicative 
program to do the same thing, if they are doing their job, why not 
bolster those people that are doing the job? 

Secretary Napolitano. Representative, I don’t want to prejudge 
that, and we will take a look at that. 

[The information follows:] 

Response: Currently, National Domestic Preparedness Consortium (NDPC) grants 
and Continuing Training Grants are being used to train and educate first respond- 
ers and homeland security officials to prevent, protect, mitigate, respond and re- 
cover from disasters. These grants are awarded hy FEMA’s National Training and 
Education Division. As part of the Department’s ongoing effort to streamline grants 
and maximize the effectiveness of the available grant dollars, NDPC grants and 
Continuing Training Grants are being replaced by Training Partnership Grants. 
These grants will continue to he used to train and educate first responders and 
homeland security officials. However, under the proposed Training Partnership 
Grants, funding will be awarded competitively to entities (e.g.. State, local, tribal, 
and territorial governments; universities and higher education institutions; and non- 
profits) that have demonstrable expertise and can develop/deliver training and edu- 
cation curriculum relevant to the core capabilities in the National Preparedness 
Goal. Other grant recipients (including former recipients under the NDPC grants 
and Continuing Training Grants) will be able to compete for the Training Partner- 
ship Grants. Facility-based training and education centers will be awarded multi- 
year grants in order to ensure year-to-year stability in the delivery of training and 
education. As a condition of the award, the grantee will develop or offer a training 
program that is self-sustaining in the outyears. This means that the grant funding 
received will address program start-up costs and curriculum development in year 
one, while over time recurring training costs will be reimbursed via training 
attendees (i.e.. Federal, State, local jurisdictions will utilize their respective program 
or grant funding to attend the training). 

By incorporating competition and cost reimbursement into the training programs 
in FY 2013, FEMA hopes to encourage greater efficiencies as well as new ideas and 
innovation. FEMA recognizes there are hundreds of institutions ready, willing and 
able to provide education opportunities to homeland security and emergency man- 
agement officials. 


ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION: REMOVALS 

Mr. Carter. Finally, I just a minute ago heard you talking about 
one of the programs, either the Denver or the Baltimore pilot pro- 
gram, where you were examining the caseload and seeing what is 
there, and this concerns all your nondetained cases. It has taken 
6 weeks and endless hours of attorney time to look into this, result- 
ing in administration closing only 14 of the cases. Those individ- 
uals may be grateful their cases were stopped, but the bulk of 
these people are still living and working illegally in the United 
States; isn’t that correct? 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, no, I don’t think you can say that 
they are working in the United States. 

Mr. Carter. Okay. They are living or existing 
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Secretary Napolitano. They are in the United States illegally. 
They are in the United States illegally. 

Mr. Carter. Thank you. 

Now, what this has resulted in, I think, is sort of an issue of 
prosecutorial discretion. The prosecutors under your authority are 
making selections, and, quite honestly, I think this is resulting — 
and we are not going forward on anything other than the criminal 
element, which everybody in this House agrees should be kicked 
out of our country as quick as humanly possible. But we still have, 
as the chairman pointed out, somewhere between 12 and 14 million 
people that, under our rules and our agreements, are in our coun- 
try illegally, and “illegally” by definition means they have broken 
a law. Okay? 

Now, this slowdown in dealing with these people, which is what 
this is, these two projects allowed for a slowdown or almost ces- 
sation of dealing with this element, this 14 million, compared to 
the criminal element that we have deported, which is good, I mean, 
that seems to be making a choice of what laws you are going to 
enforce and what you are not. And I think it would be arguable you 
are not meeting the duty and responsibility of this office. Would 
you like to respond to that? 

Secretary Napolitano. I obviously disagree with that character- 
ization. 

Mr. Carter. Well, I am sure you do. But why? 

Secretary Napolitano. I will tell you why. Listen. And I haven’t 
heard the 14 million number, but regardless, it is a number that 
is a big number; 10 million, 11 million are in the country illegally. 
Many have longstanding ties to their community. They are tax- 
payers. They are married to U.S. citizens. They have families here. 
I mean, there are a whole variety of individual circumstances that 
fall within that big umbrella. 

The Congress, you know, gives us resources that enable us to re- 
move, you know, 350,000 to 400,000 people per year, and within 
that number, we have prioritized, and when you prioritize the mis- 
sion, you end up really focused on the criminal aliens and the re- 
peat violators and the ones you can get before they enter the inte- 
rior of the country. And we want to focus on that part of the docket 
and the detained part of the docket and move those through more 
swiftly and more effectively than we have heretofore. And that is 
the reason why the Administrator has allowed his agents and his 
lawyers to act like agents and lawyers in every other criminal jus- 
tice agency in the Federal Government. 

Mr. Carter. If I could ask one more question. So what you are 
saying is that you have evidence that shows that neglecting this 
other part of the docket has allowed you to speed up the other. 
Your success ratio is better than previous years because you are ig- 
noring this — I don’t care if it is 5 million, 10 million, 12 million, 
14 million. They are getting ignored, and we are speeding up the 
process. Is that what you are saying? 

Secretary Napolitano. What I am saying, they are not ignored. 
As I explained earlier, we still will have 10 percent or so removals 
last year that were not within the criminal or other priorities of the 
Department. They were still removed. But, yes, we want to make 
sure that we increase the number and the percentage of criminal 
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removals within the removal universe. And we have gone — Rep- 
resentative, I think when I started as the Secretary, it was roughly 
30 percent of the removed docket were criminal aliens. Now we are 
at 55 percent after 2011. It will be higher in fiscal year 2012. 

Mr. Carter. Can you send that to me and maybe to the chair- 
man and let him take a look at it? 

Secretary Napolitano. Yes, sir. 

[The information follows:] 
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Response: 


Returns and Removals 

FY 2008 

FY 2009 

FY 2010 

FY2011 

FY 2012 to Date 










(2/14/2012) 

Criminal 

114,415 

31% 

136,343 

35% 

195,772 

50% 

216,698 

55% 

67,478 

52% 

Non-Criminal 

254,806 

69% 

253,491 

65% 

197,090 

50% 

180,208 

45% 

61,768 

48% 

Total 

369,221 

100% 

389,834 

100% 

392,862 

100% 

396,906 

100% 

129,246 

100% 


Mr. Carter. Thanks. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Latham. 


CONTRACTING AND ACQUISITION PROBLEMS 

Mr. Latham. I thank the chairman, and welcome, Madam Sec- 
retary. 

We have a lot of entrepreneurial individuals in this country who 
have great ideas and want to make the country safer, and obvi- 
ously they want to contract with DHS, whether it is large compa- 
nies or small companies. I can tell you that I am hearing a lot from 
these businesses, these individuals, about a frustration they have 
trying to break through with DHS. 

A couple of examples. There is a small business that made a 
$100,000 investment and submitted its response to a very broad 
DHS multiple award contract solicitation notice, and the DHS has 
had the proposal since March of 2011. The award is delayed until 
December of 2012, so the first task order will come at the earliest 
about 2 years after this business made the offer and invested in 
this. 

Another case, there is a midsized defense company that thinks 
it has some great ideas for you and has submitted responses to 18 
requests for information, but has never gotten a response back, 
never heard a word back. Basically this company is sending inquir- 
ies into a black hole, that is just totally nonresponsive, which is 
very, very frustrating. 

I just wonder whether you are aware of the various contracting 
and acquisition problems at the Department, and, if so, do you 
know what efforts you are being made to work to correct the prob- 
lems at the Department? 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, first, last year almost 30 percent of 
our contracts were awarded to small business, well exceeding the 
Federal Government 

Mr. Latham. Obviously not these. 

Secretary Napolitano. Obviously not those. But I wanted to give 
you the overall. Small business does contract with us. 

With respect to your first example, without knowing for sure, I 
suspect the reason there was the delay was we didn’t get the fiscal 
year 2012 budget that allowed us to issue contracts until December 
of last year, and so a lot of contracting across the Federal Govern- 
ment had to wait for the actual budget and appropriation to be 
passed, and we didn’t have it until December. 

With respect to the company that says they have submitted 18 
requests for information, I will ask my staff to follow up with your 
office, and we will make sure they get a response. 



59 


Mr. Latham. Well, I mean, the proposals you have had, they 
have never gotten a response, from March of 2011. 

Secretary Napolitano. Sir, I will he happy to drill down on that 
for you. 

Mr. Latham. This is the first example I cited. It is not a matter 
of funding, I don’t believe, because you have gotten an increase in 
funding for acquisition, personnel 

Secretary Napolitano. Is it is not the funding. It is the appro- 
priation, and we didn’t have the appropriations until December. 

Mr. Dicks. But you did have a continuing resolution. 

Secretary Napolitano. But if they were new contracts, the con- 
tinuing resolution may not necessarily cover them. This is why we 
need to look at each instance individually. 

Mr. Latham. It would not stop you under a continuing resolu- 
tion. 

Secretary Napolitano. Issuing new contracts without a new ap- 
propriation, there are rules there that we have to abide by. I think 
the Department of Defense probably had some of the same issues. 

Mr. Latham. It is an extension of the current authorization. 

Secretary Napolitano. Sir, we will be happy to look into that for 
you, but I am pretty sure that is what happened. 

Mr. Latham. I would just ask you to go back and have somebody 
look at it and be able to report to the committee and to myself, if 
we could, on any actions that you are going to be taking. It is very 
frustrating, obviously, for a lot of folks. 

ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION: DUPLICATIVE SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBERS 

Did I hear you earlier with, I think. Judge Carter talking about 
a lot of people working in the United States who are here undocu- 
mented, paying taxes as taxpayers? 

Secretary Napolitano. They may be working. They may be pay- 
ing taxes. They may not be working. There is a big difference there. 

Mr. Latham. How do they get IRS, Social Security numbers, all 
of that, if they are here undocumented? 

Secretary Napolitano. There is a variety of ways. Representa- 
tive, that they pay taxes. They certainly pay sales taxes and other 
use taxes. 

Mr. Latham. I thought you said they were working here, so they 
would actually have to pay 

Secretary Napolitano. They get tax ID numbers, and they have 
taxes withheld, yes. 

Mr. Latham. Obviously it is a huge question, but you are obvi- 
ously aware of the people using the same number, multiple people 
using the same numbers and all of those issues. 

Secretary Napolitano. We have been working with the Social 
Security Administration [SSA] on that to develop — you know, their 
computer systems are beyond belief at SSA — a flagging system so 
if we see a duplicate number, that can be immediately flagged. E- 
Verify also, to the extent that employers use that, is an incredibly 
helpful tool to allow us to make sure that they are hiring only 
those legally present in the country. 

Mr. Latham. Doesn’t that, though, just say there is a Social Se- 
curity number there? It doesn’t necessarily match up with the indi- 
vidual who is sitting maybe across the desk. My time has expired. 
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Secretary Napolitano. If I might, Representative, there are 
other aspects of E-Verify that go into actual verification of identity. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Culberson. 

ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION: DETENTION BEDS 

Mr. Culberson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

And thank you for appearing today and for your testimony and 
your service to the country. 

I want to focus first on detention beds. I am sure you are aware 
that the Congress has, of course, appropriated every request that 
the agency has made for immigration enforcement. We have been 
very generous, obviously, with the money we have available to us, 
being good stewards of the public’s money, but we have fully fund- 
ed every request that Homeland Security has made for immigra- 
tion-enforcement operations and provided increases, of course, as 
well for detention beds. That is a key component, of course, in 
being able to actually hold people that the Department picks up. 

In the 2012 appropriations bill. Congress required — I mean, it is 
not discretionary on your part, it is mandatory — that ICE maintain 
34,000 beds, detention beds, for incarcerating those who are here 
in the country illegally, yet now only 4 months into fiscal year 
2012, we see that ICE is only maintaining 33,200 beds. You have 
got the money to do it, you have got the obligation to do it, you are 
sworn to uphold the law. Why won’t you use the beds? Why won’t 
you comply with the law that Congress has passed and use at least 
the 34,000 beds that we have required to you do? 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, Representative, we do comply with 
the law. We enforce the law, and we have been enforcing it, much 
to the concern of others, with numbers that haven’t ever been seen 
before. 

With respect to beds, it depends on whether you need the bed. 
We have the beds available so that if we need them, we can use 
them. The President’s budget for fiscal year 2013, as you note, does 
reduce somewhat the number of beds in favor of trying to put some 
more money in the alternative-to-detention area, with the hope 
that we can make that more robust and save some money down the 
long road. 

Mr. Culberson. But you would agree that the subcommittee has 
met every request you have submitted to the Congress for ICE cus- 
tody operations and specifically to detention beds. We have funded 
those. 

Secretary Napolitano. Yes. The Congress and the committee 
have been very helpful. 

Mr. Culberson. Super. And in fiscal year 2012, we provided an 
increase to make sure you had the resources to fill 34,000 beds. 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, in fiscal 2012, you appropriated 
money for beds over and above the President’s request. That is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. Culberson. Right. And the law requires you to maintain no 
less than 34,000. Why aren’t you fulfilling that obligation? 

Secretary Napolitano. You know. Representative, I believe we 
have beds available. The question is, do we have the detained pop- 
ulation at any given moment in time? It goes up and down. You 
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hold some people, some are held 5 days, some are held 3 weeks. 
It really varies. 

Mr. Culberson. You are saying you don’t have enough cus- 
tomers essentially, you don’t have enough people to fill those beds? 

Secretary Napolitano. It really depends on where you are. We 
need heds in some areas more than we need them in other areas 
of the country. It just depends. But right now you are correct; we 
are not suffering from a hed shortage. 

Mr. Culberson. You don’t need the capacity? 

Secretary Napolitano. Right now, yes. Today, as I sit here be- 
fore you, we have enough beds to handle the detained population. 

Mr. Culberson. You don’t need that extra capacity? 

Secretary Napolitano. I think that is another way to put it, yes. 

Mr. Culberson. Unbelievable. I mean, it really is unbelievable 
for you to be here to testify that you don’t need those extra beds 
when the violence in Mexico is out of control. It really is so incon- 
sistent with reality, it reminds me of your statement that the bor- 
der is under operational control. For you to say you don’t need the 
detention beds, that the border is under operational control, that 
the 

Mr. Dicks. She said she had them. 

Mr. Culberson. That is from a statement you made last year in 
El Paso, Texas, which caused all of us in Texas a lot of concern be- 
cause of the timing. 

Mr. Dicks. If the gentleman will yield, I think she said she had 
the 800 beds, and she would use them if they were needed. So I 
don’t see what the purpose of this harangue is. 

Mr. Culberson. The concern is, to my good friend from Wash- 
ington, is that there are so many illegal aliens in the country, you 
said yourself it is 11 to 12 million, and among that population you 
have got a tremendous number that have committed crimes against 
Americans, violent crimes and all sorts of other crimes. The capac- 
ity, I am sure the demand is there. I know the demand is there. 
There is no shortage. But you have directed the agency to look else- 
where. That was my concern, Mr. Dicks, is that, as the Secretary 
just testified, they are prioritizing — ^you have asked ICE agents to 
prioritize the cases that they pursue. 

Secretary Napolitano. That is correct. 

Mr. Culberson. And you are dropping off low-priority cases. 
That is where I was going with it, Mr. Dicks, is the concern is I 
suspect they have plenty of people they could put in those beds, 
and actually there is even additional bed space available above and 
beyond the 34,000. 

Secretary Napolitano. I would suggest. Representative, that the 
things we have defined as low priorities are cases that wouldn’t go 
on to the detained docket so they would not be in detention. You 
have fully funded our bed requests in the past, and we appreciate 
that. The President has requested an amount we think we will 
need in fiscal year 2013 and has also requested an amount to in- 
crease our alternative-to-detention system. 

DISASTER RELIEE EUND 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you, Mr. Culberson. 
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Madam Secretary, as I mentioned to you earlier this week, I 
want to commend the men and women of FEMA who have been on 
the ground in my home State of Alabama over the past year in 
their efforts to help the recovery from the devastation of the torna- 
does that occurred on April 27, 2011. I also commend you and 
thank you for making I know at least a couple of trips to Alabama 
during that time to look at the disaster firsthand. Much progress 
has been made, much work remains to be accomplished, and I look 
forward to working with you over the next year to try to accom- 
plish as much as possible. 

I do have one question about what is included in the request. 
Your budget includes a request of $6. 1 billion for the DRF, but we 
are having difficulty figuring out what this request contains since 
the required documentation justifying the request as required in 
law to be submitted with the budget was submitted at 9:30 last 
night, so not in time for a thorough review. 

One thing did come up this morning. Based on the report that 
was received last night, the Department of Homeland Security esti- 
mates that no funds will be needed for recovery efforts after fiscal 
year 2013 for the spring tornadoes or the flooding in the Midwest 
or from Hurricane Irene in the Northeast. Typically we have seen 
FEMA continue recovery efforts for years after a disaster occurs, 
but it appears this is not the case for the disasters that occurred 
last year. Is this an accurate statement? 

Secretary Napolitano. Yes. I think what that reflects, Mr. 
Chairman, is that we have really focused within FEMA [Federal 
Emergency Management Agency] at streamlining, getting the 
money out to the communities that need it. So as we are able to 
speed that up, we are able to reduce the number of years for which 
we need to ask for additional appropriations. 

The way the DRF request is structured this year, for fiscal year 
2013, is we have asked for $600-some-odd million in FEMA’s base 
budget for disaster management. We have asked then that $5.1 bil- 
lion be so-called above the line to handle disaster payments for 
noncatastrophic disasters and also catastrophic disasters for which 
we already know we have payments due in fiscal year 2013. If we 
were to have a catastrophic disaster above and beyond that in fis- 
cal year 2013, we would seek an emergency supplemental. 

Mr. Aderholt. Do we have your assurance that this request is 
sufficient to cover all known costs for fiscal year 2013? 

Secretary Napolitano. As far as I know, but we will make dou- 
ble sure. We had so many States, yours included, some of the other 
States on the panel included, that suffered grievous damages in the 
spring, and our folks are working very hard with those commu- 
nities to get that money out. 

Mr. Aderholt. But we do have your assurance that 

Secretary Napolitano. We are not going to shortchange Ala- 
bama. 


FEMA GRANT PROGRAMS: UNSPENT FUNDS 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you for your commitment on that and I 
look forward to discussions with you over the next year as we con- 
tinue down the road to recovery. 
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Let me switch gears and go to another issue. The fiscal year 2013 
budget supports significant reform to the grant programs, as you 
mentioned in your opening statement, that are administered by 
FEMA. Just 2 days ago, you issued a new guidance to expedite the 
expenditure of previously awarded grant funds. First I would like 
to commend you for tackling the more than $10 billion in unobli- 
gated funds and unexpended balances that sit unused in these pro- 
grams. It is extremely hard for Congress to continue to justify allo- 
cating billions of dollars of taxpayer funds when so much remains 
unspent. 

The memo you signed this week provides multiple ways to ad- 
dress the backlogs of funds in the FEMA grant program. For those 
who aren’t familiar, you will permit grant funds to be used for ad- 
ditional expenses, such as general purpose equipment and non- 
construction-related operational costs. Also, you allow certain re- 
strictions to be waived, such as the 50 percent cost cap on personal 
and various match requirements. In addition, you allow for grant 
funds to be used for the maintenance and the sustainment of 
equipment that was not acquired with grant funds. Also, you have 
shortened the period of performance. 

Madam Secretary, some of these new allowances raise concerns 
that the grant funds will become operating subsidies and might be 
expended in a manner that could be wasteful. So I am wondering, 
did you consider pulling back or deobligating funds such as the $2 
billion that remains on the books from fiscal year 2007 and fiscal 
year 2008? 

Secretary Napolitano. What we did, Mr. Chairman, was we lis- 
tened — we explored the reasons why money was being allocated but 
was not yet out the door, what were the hold-ups, and what were 
things that we were routinely approving anyway, that if we just 
said at the outset we are going to waive the match on port security 
grants. For example, almost every community in the country that 
has a port has asked for a waiver of that match, and given the se- 
curity needs of the ports, we have been routinely granting those 
waivers on a case-by-case basis. 

So what we have tried to do is take into account what our grant- 
ees have said, to put that into just for these years back to 2007, 
where we have money still in the pipeline, to help get that money 
out of the grantees’ doors. This is not money that is held in the 
Federal Government now; this has already been allocated to the 
grantees. 


REFORM EFFORTS 

Mr. Aderholt. My time is up, but I would like to ask one last 
question. Tell us, how are you working with the appropriate au- 
thorizing committees to address the reform efforts? 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, the Homeland Security authorizing 
committee, I think I have my budget hearing with them this after- 
noon in the House, and we will be working with them on the Sen- 
ate side. And we have put legislative language in the budget re- 
quest for how we would go about this. But we will work with and 
be happy to work with the Congress on how we do this reform as 
we prepare the fiscal year 2013 actual appropriation. 

Mr. Aderholt. My time has expired. 
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Mr. Price. 


SECURE COMMUNITIES: ENFORCEMENT 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Madam Secretary, let me return to this question of immigration 
enforcement. You rightly stated a few moments ago that when your 
feasible deportation level is 300,000 to 400,000 people a year, you 
have got to set priorities. This Subcommittee, beginning in 2007, 
and your administration have attempted to impose some priorities 
on a scattershot process of deportation. That is what has gone on 
here, and it is what is at stake, I think, in the discussion we are 
having this morning. 

Anybody who wants to object to your priorities, I think, has a 
certain burden of proof to name their priorities, as opposed to im- 
plying you can deport 11 million people indiscriminately. So I com- 
mend you for this. I know that the Secure Communities Program 
is the main instrument for achieving prioritization in immigration 
enforcement. 

You have now had a task force to evaluate the program, and the 
charge was “to see how ICE can adjust Secure Communities to 
mitigate potential impacts on community policing practices, includ- 
ing whether and how to implement policy regarding the removals 
of individuals charged with but not convicted of minor traffic of- 
fenses who have no other criminal history.” That is part of the 
charge. 

Now, not all Members were in agreement on the findings and 
recommendations, but the task force provided a report to DHS 
Homeland Security Advisory Council and to you on September of 
last year. It is my understanding that the Secretary and ICE and 
the advisory council are now considering still these recommenda- 
tions. 

During this timeframe, the administration has taken various ac- 
tions to clarify its enforcement policies, and I will be brief here, but 
I do want you to respond as to the current state of these efforts: 
(1) making clear that States and cities can’t opt out of Secure Com- 
munities; (2) undertaking a large-scale review of all existing depor- 
tation cases to focus more effectively on removing high-priority of- 
fenders; (3) issuing guidance on prosecutorial direction for attor- 
neys and immigration judges; (4) improving training and best prac- 
tices dissemination for local jurisdictions; and, (5) revoking some 
287(g) authorities, Maricopa County, Arizona, for example. 

Now, Secure Communities is going to be activated nationwide by 
2013, so we clearly need to stay abreast of these ongoing efforts, 
and hence my questions. 

First, what further actions have you taken over the past year to 
ensure that Secure Communities adheres to its stated enforcement 
objectives of prioritizing those who pose a risk to public safety or 
national security, and that those charged with minor offenses such 
as traffic violations are not top enforcement priorities unless there 
are other indicators of risk? 

Mr. Price. And then secondly, what actions has your Depart- 
ment taken in response to the recommendations of this task force? 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, those two things blend together. 
Representative. And the five things you have noted all are under 
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way or have already been completed. So there has been a lot of 
work done in ICE to really make sure that we weren’t doing scat- 
tershot enforcement, but that we were doing focused, smart, effec- 
tive enforcement within the universe of those in the country ille- 
gally. The work continues. 

Other things we have done within — as Secure Communities has 
gotten turned on in various jurisdictions — we just turned on Min- 
nesota, Maryland, Connecticut, and New Jersey in the last 10 days 
or so, statewide in those instances. As it has gotten turned on, we 
can now begin to see the data coming in as to who is picked up, 
and what that means. And we are going to evaluate seriously 
whether all of those will actually have a detainer put on them by 
ICE. And that would be the recommendation of the evaluation com- 
mittee, that we not put a detainer on those who are only in jail be- 
cause of a minor offense. 

Mr. Price. You may want to add here, or you can add for the 
record, are there other aspects of these recommendations that you 
have under consideration at this moment? Are there more aspects 
of this beyond the question of the minor offenders? 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, we have, as noted, undertaken — we 
call it the case-by-case review, but it is the review of all the cases 
on the nondetained docket. We anticipate having that done by the 
end of the year. 

We have made changes in the detainer form that individuals get 
so that they know better what their rights are and also where they 
can call, for example, if they believe they are actually a U.S. person 
and they should not be put into the ICE detention or have an ICE 
detainer placed on them. 

We have instituted, kind of across the Department, very signifi- 
cant statistical review within Secure Communities to identify juris- 
dictions that may not be deploying it properly, also jurisdictions 
where we need to put more of our own resources. 

So that is all a set of activities under way under ICE’s jurisdic- 
tion. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aderholt. Chairman Rogers. 

AIRPORT SCREENERS 

Mr. Rogers. Madam Secretary, on TSA, last year or fiscal 2012, 
current year, we reestablished the cap on the number of screeners 
at 46,000 full-time screeners. I am told as of November, TSA has 
some 51,000 screeners, full and part time, which certainly would 
exceed the cap. Can you help us on understanding those numbers? 

Secretary Napolitano. I will have to provide you some supple- 
mental information. Representative Rogers, but as you know, we 
have screeners where we have lanes, and that is really where the 
numbers are generated from. 

[The information follows:] 

Response: TSA’s Transportation Security Officers are an integral aspect of TSA’s 
layered risk-based approach to security and are critical to the effective and efficient 
operation of the security checkpoints. The 51,000 Transportation Security Officers 
referred to reflects the total number of screeners, of which approximately 37,000 are 
full-time employees and about 14,000 are part-time employees. The Fiscal Year 2012 
Appropriations Act for TSA preserved the statutory cap on full-time screeners at 
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46,000. The statutory cap does not apply to part-time employees. TSA remains well 
under the FY 2012 statutory cap. 

Mr. Rogers. Well, that cap has been at the outset of the Depart- 
ment in place for several years, and then it was lifted, hut it has 
been reinstated now, and we are insisting that that cap be en- 
forced. 

Secretary Napolitano. Thank you. 

NATIONAL SECURITY CUTTERS 

Mr. Rogers. The budget request again reduced frontline per- 
sonnel, Air and Marine acquisitions and Coast Guard drug interdic- 
tion capacity. The budget proposal cuts critical Coast Guard front- 
line personnel by over 500 military billets even while we were in- 
creasing headquarters funding and FEMA grants about 22 percent. 
In addition, the budget proposes to slash current and future capa- 
bilities for drug interdiction for Coast Guard and CBP. CBP Air 
and Marine procurement is reduced by 52 percent. Coast Guard’s 
patrol boat hours slashed by as much as 40 percent in the Carib- 
bean. 

We rejected that kind of budget slashing in the past. And while 
the Mexican drug wars rage out of control, and the Calderon ad- 
ministration is coming to an end, how can we justify those kinds 
of cuts on the drug-interdiction capacity? 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, if I might. Representative, we start 
with fitting the President’s budget request and the Budget Control 
Act, which, as you know, has significant cuts in all kinds of areas 
of government. 

What we have done with the Coast Guard is to prioritize the ac- 
quisition of the NSC 6, National Security Cutter 6. For the fast re- 
sponse cutters, we are only acquiring two this year. Why? Because 
fiscal year 2012 provided for six, and the production line is basi- 
cally four a year. So 2011, we had four. That is six in the 2012 
budget. We asked for two in the 2013 budget. The average is four. 
And that is what the Coast Guard says that it needs. 

With respect to the 500 billets, one of things that is happening 
is we are decommissioning some of the really, really old vessels and 
substituting them with newer acquisitions, which generally require 
fewer crew in order to operate. 

Mr. Rogers. Well, the budget includes funding, as you have sug- 
gested, for the sixth National Security Cutter, but the snapshot you 
gave shows that the program is essentially terminated after fiscal 
2013, even though the mission needs statement for the Coast 
Guard and the program of record supports the needs for eight cut- 
ters. So where are we on the eight cutters? 

Secretary Napolitano. Seven and eight? 

Mr. Rogers. Yes. 

Secretary Napolitano. What we are going to do, and this is all 
guided by really looking at the Nation’s resources and the Budget 
Control Act and how it works, and there is language in the budget 
request to this effect. We will look at seven and eight in light of 
what the Navy is doing. So we need to look at what the Depart- 
ment of Defense is doing with respect to its own force laydown to 
see what we need to be putting in the acquisition pipeline. And ob- 
viously, areas like the Caribbean, South America, areas where we 
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must be constantly vigilant, will be in that mix. But rather than 
just look at the NSCs in isolation from everything — and I think 
this is actually a better way to go about it — we are really going to 
be working with the Department of Defense so when it has its re- 
vised laydown, we will put ours next to it and see where we are. 

Mr. Rogers. Well, the mission needs statement is very plain 
about the need for eight cutters, as well as the program of record. 

Secretary Napolitano. The program of record was drafted in 
2004. It hasn’t been updated, and I think in light of the Budget 
Control Act and other change circumstances, we need to be able to 
look at seven and eight. I have fought very hard for those cutters 
in the last 3 years. We had a fight about getting four, and five and 
six, and the President has fully funded six. But we need to make 
sure that our resources are correlated, particularly with what the 
Navy is going to do moving forward after that. 

FEDERAL AIR MARSHAL SERVICE 

Mr. Rogers. Well, the Coast Guard is taking a pretty good hit. 

One quick question, Mr. Chairman, or a comment. We can’t talk 
about this in the open, but I want to get an update from you on 
the Federal Air Marshal Service, FAMS. We will have to do that 
quietly because it is classified. However, I am concerned about the 
efficiency and efficacy even of that program and the cost, and I 
would like to have a report, a confidential report, of course, a clas- 
sified report on all aspects of FAMS. 

Secretary Napolitano. All right. No problem. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you. 

Mr. Aderholt. All right. Mr. Dicks. 

GUEST WORKER PROGRAM 

Mr. Dicks. Last year in my State, we had a group of citizens 
come in from eastern Washington. I am over on the west side. This 
is our agricultural area, and they couldn’t get workers to pick the 
apples, the pears, and a lot of these crops were just left in the field. 
So what do we do about the guest worker program? How is that 
functioning from your perspective? You are a former Governor, at- 
torney general. 

Secretary Napolitano. U.S. attorney. 

Mr. Dicks. U.S. attorney. 

How is the guest worker program operating? What can we do to 
try to bring people in legally to help in this agricultural issue? 

Secretary Napolitano. You know. Representative, I think it is 
another illustration of why immigration reform is needed. I hear 
from growers all the time they can’t get workers. We have acres 
lying fallow. We have agriculture jobs moving to Mexico where they 
can get workers. We have other businesses that can’t get workers 
of the type that they need. I think we have done as much as we 
can at the administrative level. Legislative action is going to be re- 
quired. 

Mr. Dicks. Is there a limit on guest worker program? 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, there is a limit on visas for people 
coming in to work, and that limit is very low. This is something 
that has been troublesome in the ag industry for a long time 
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among the growers, but we are really reaching almost crisis propor- 
tions with it. 

Mr. Dicks. I would hope that as much as there seems to be a 
temptation to treat this thing politically, that we have a serious 
economic problem here that has to be addressed, and I just hope 
that we can on a bipartisan basis finally come to grips with this 
issue, because the problems are getting worse and worse. 

Secretary Napolitano. I think we are seeing now erupting 
around the country all sorts of individuals from different aspects of 
the economy coming forward and saying — and they come to me and 
say, “Can’t you do this?” and “Can’t you do that?” And the answer 
is — most times I have to say no. 

Mr. Dicks. And these are business people that — small business 
people, farmers, people who have got a big stake in their orchards 
and that. It is a real tragedy. We can’t get people in our own coun- 
try to do the work. 

Secretary Napolitano. Sadly that is so, and also a lot of these 
businesses create other jobs that are filled by American citizens. So 
there is a big economic aspect to this debate. 

Mr. Dicks. Thank you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aderholt. Judge Carter. 

Mr. Carter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Representative Price talked about other priorities. Let me ask 
you a couple of questions. I know you are a lawyer. 

Secretary Napolitano. Yes. 

Mr. Carter. You don’t practice law right now? 

Secretary Napolitano. Thankfully. 

Mr. Carter. And I don’t practice law right now. But you have 
some lawyers working for you. 

ILLEGAL immigration: INTEGRATION EFFORTS 

Secretary Napolitano. I do indeed. 

Mr. Carter. A couple things. I think it is against the Federal 
law to obtain a Social Security number under false pretenses. I 
think it is a crime. Have your staff check that out. 

Mr. Aderholt. Turn on your microphone. 

Mr. Carter. Repeat, I think it is a crime to obtain a Social Secu- 
rity card under false pretenses. I think it is a crime to utilize some- 
body else’s Social Security card. I don’t know at what level; it may 
only be a misdemeanor. I would imagine it would be more than a 
traffic citation, but maybe not, so check that out for me. 

In Texas I do know we have a law called theft of services. It is 
a felony offense in Texas depending on the amount of services you 
steal. And I think felonies should be on your list of people you 
ought to be looking at, but maybe you disagree. 

I think it is against the law to make false statements and swear 
to false statements on certain documents in the United States both 
at the Federal level and the State level. And I know it is a viola- 
tion of the law to obtain food stamps when you are not entitled to 
them, because I have actually tried those cases so I happen to 
know that is against the law. I was a felony judge. So I don’t think 
we are addressing any of those issues, which might reach possibly 
as many as half of these people in our category of somewhere be- 
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tween 8 and 14 million people that are in this country illegally. But 
I would at least make an argument that you are making a prosecu- 
torial determination as to what is an important crime and isn’t an 
important crime both on the investigative side as well as at the 
prosecutorial side. 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, we 

Mr. Carter. In answer to Mr. Price, being a law-and-order type 
of guy, I believe if you violate a felony law, whatever that felony 
law is, whether it is possession of marijuana, which everybody 
thinks ought to be legal these days, or whether it is something like 
armed — well, armed robbery is a big felony, but just theft in gen- 
eral, both those ought to be prosecuted. That is my opinion. 

I have a question I want to ask you that is really — I said I didn’t 
give my priority. That is my prior, Mr. Price. I didn’t want to inter- 
rupt you when you were talking. 

You have mentioned a couple of things I would like you to define. 
In your opening statement you talked about immigration integra- 
tion efforts. I would like know what that is. You have also men- 
tioned alternative to detention. I know what alternative to deten- 
tion was in my court. Can you tell me what alternative to detention 
is in your agency? 

Secretary Napolitano. “Immigration integration” is the phrase 
used for how we integrate legal immigrants into the country, and 
so that is what that refers to. 

ATD actually covers a broad range. It can be anything from sim- 
ple requirements that people report on a regular basis to a des- 
ignated place, all the way to full-time ankle bracelets with call-in 
requirements and the like. So there is a whole continuum of activ- 
ity that falls under the rubric ATD. 

One of the things we want to do is really look at what forms of 
ATD make sense for the nondetained illegal immigrant population 
because that may be very different for the immigrant population 
versus the criminal population as a whole. One of the things the 
President’s budget request allows us to do is to make that evalua- 
tion on an ongoing basis. 

Mr. Carter. And many years ago when I first got this job — not 
that many years ago — I had a little meeting with some folks down 
in Houston, and they were talking about the no-shows coming back 
to the immigration courts. They were released, told to report back, 
they didn’t report back, and they never saw them again. And just 
in Houston it was like 14,000. 

Secretary Napolitano. That is why we have to carefully evaluate 
ATD, because we want to make sure that we are not increasing 
that population. It is also a reason, by the way, why we are pro- 
ceeding on formal removal of recent border crossers and repeat of- 
fenders, because of individuals who are using that border as a re- 
volving door. We are shutting that down. 

Mr. Carter. That is good, that is good, because I looked it up 
one time, and maybe I was looking in an old code or something. I 
think the third crossing with proof of the first two crossings accel- 
erates the level of crime that that is from a 

Secretary Napolitano. 1325 to 1326, yes. 

Mr. Carter. 1325 to 1326. 

Secretary Napolitano. That is correct. 
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Mr. Carter. So that is the stipulation you ought to have. 

On the no-shows in court, whatever level court it is, there should 
be a certain amount of respect for an order of the judge of that 
court. And you have been ordered to come back, and you don’t come 
back, and there is no consequences for not coming back. There is 
no reason for anybody to ever obey the order of that court. 

Secretary Napolitano. Representative, I will just answer this 
question. If there is a no-show and a warrant, that person under 
our rubric becomes a fugitive, and a fugitive is within the priority 
definition of the ICE. 

Mr. Carter. So he would be a deportable person. 

Secretary Napolitano. He would be a deportable person. 

Mr. Carter. Thank you. 

Mr. Aderholt. Ms. Roybal-Allard. 

DRUG TRAFFICKING IN CARIBBEAN 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. Well, first of all, I would like to seek the 
credible evidence that would show that at least half of those who 
are here illegally that don’t pose a threat to their community are, 
in fact, on food stamps or whatever other assistance that was re- 
ferred to. 

Also, as part of the discussion that you had with Members of the 
other side of the aisle, I would like to add to the record that esti- 
mates from Princeton’s Mexican Migration Project indicate that un- 
documented integration into the United States from Mexico has de- 
clined to net zero or possibly negative levels. And that means that 
in basic terms that last year more undocumented Mexicans left the 
U.S. to return home than entered the country illegally. And I be- 
lieve that is partly due your successful efforts at the border. 

I would like to shift to what is happening in Puerto Rico, the re- 
ports I have gotten that in response to the success that you have 
had at the southwest border, that it appears that drug traffickers 
have increasingly shifted their operations to the Caribbean, and 
that since 2009 cocaine seizures in Puerto Rico are up by 30 per- 
cent. At the same time drug-related violence on the island has con- 
tinued to climb, and the murder rate in Puerto Rico now stands at 
six times the national average. 

Because Puerto Ricans are U.S. citizens, I am concerned that the 
Federal Government has focused more on preventing illegal drugs 
from entering the U.S. mainland from Puerto Rico than preventing 
these drugs from reaching the island in the first place. So on behalf 
of my friend and colleague Congressman Pierluisi and the 3.7 mil- 
lion Americans living in Puerto Rico, I would like to ask whether 
your Department intends to devote greater resources to the region 
to address these troubling trends which have been reported. 

Secretary Napolitano. The answer is yes. It is actually a sign 
of the progress, substantial progress, made on the southwest border 
that we are seeing some increase in both the Atlantic and the Pa- 
cific sides of the country in trying to bring drugs in. And so we are 
altering and moving resources appropriately to deal with that ongo- 
ing threat, yes. 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. Thank you. 
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Mr. Aderholt. Let me just say, Ms. Roybal-Allard, that Puerto 
Rico has been a big priority for this Subcommittee, so thank you 
for mentioning that. 

Mr. Culberson. 

ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION: CLASSIFYING LEVEL OF OFFENSE 

Mr. Culberson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Madam Secretary, I wonder if could try to get a handle on how 
you classify, how you are prioritizing the individuals that are 
picked up in the country either by local law enforcement or by the 
Border Patrol or ICE. You said a moment ago that you don’t issue 
detainers on individuals arrested for minor offenses? 

Secretary Napolitano. No, I said that was the recommendation 
of the advisory committee. The recommendation is still being evalu- 
ated. 

Mr. Culberson. It is still being evaluated. 

When you say you are prioritizing individuals that are picked up, 
could you help us understand how you are prioritizing them? For 
example, I understand from a New York Times report from Janu- 
ary 7th that the union representing Immigration and Customs En- 
forcement officers have refused so far to participate in this training 
that you have set up to guide ICE officers in prioritizing who is 
prosecuted, who is removed, deported, et cetera. The ICE agents or 
unions, I gather, are still refusing so far to participate in the train- 
ing? 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, I think there was a statement by 
the union president, and you are right, he has been recalcitrant, 
but the agents — and I have been working with immigration agents 
20 years now. I supervised 6,000 immigration prosecutions at one 
point, so I know this community fairly well. They want to work on 
the more serious cases. They want to know they took a murderer 
off the street or an armed robber or somebody that was committing 
repeated drug crimes. So they are there, and the training is ongo- 
ing, and we are seeing in the numbers — ^you know, if you just look 
statistically at what is happening, we are seeing a change in the 
numbers and the composition of those we are returning. 

Mr. Culberson. We all want to you focus on the most serious 
offenders, but I am trying to get a handle on who the administra- 
tion has decided to basically turn a blind eye to. I see from this ar- 
ticle the training asks ICE agents what they should do, for exam- 
ple, with a young illegal immigrant who was arrested for driving 
without a license, who has been living, the example is, in this coun- 
try since 1993 illegally, and has an infant son, an American citizen 
because he was born here, but she lied to ICE officers, failing to 
tell them that she had a conviction for shoplifting in 1995. The 
training states, she answers she is not a threatening criminal who 
may still be nursing her American baby, and officers should close 
the case. Do you agree with that? 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, I do, and I will tell you why, be- 
cause if you don’t — First, you have to make the assessment that 
the person doesn’t pose a physical safety risk. Second, the convic- 
tion was very old. Third, if she is deported, what happens to her 
small child? If she is a single parent, now do we have to assume 
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the cost of taking care of child and they go into the child welfare 
system, or do we have to split up the family? 

So those are the kinds of considerations at that lower end of the 
docket that need to be taken into account. 

Mr. Culberson. What I am trying to get a handle on, and all 
of us agree. A, we want you to focus on the most serious cases; and, 
B, nobody is suggesting that you should deport all of the folks that 
are here illegally. We want you to enforce the laws as they are 
written. And the law states very clearly if a person is — for example, 
entered the country illegally under 1325, it is 6 months in jail first 
offense. Second offense is 2 years in jail under Title 8, U.S. Code 
section 1325. And we are trying to understand who is at the lower 
end of the scale? What type of cases would you recommend to your 
officers not — that they be administratively closed? 

Secretary Napolitano. Well 

Mr. Culberson. What type of cases? 

Secretary Napolitano. One would be a young person who was 
brought here by their parents or an adult, as a small child raised 
here, went school here, has gotten good grades, done everything 
they are supposed to do, may have actually served in the military, 
but because they were not actually born here, they are not con- 
strued as legally 

Mr. Culberson. Sure. Essentially those people defined by the 
DREAM Act, which did not pass Congress. 

Secretary Napolitano. It did not pass a cloture vote in the Sen- 
ate, that is correct. 

Mr. Culberson. It is not the law, but you are making it the law 
through your — well, you just said 

Secretary Napolitano. I said they were low priority. 

Mr. Culberson. But you are going to close them administra- 
tively. 

Secretary Napolitano. Some of them are closing administra- 
tively, which means if that person commits another crime or in 
other ways comes into the system, that file probably would be re- 
opened. 

Mr. Culberson. If it is a misdemeanor 

Secretary Napolitano. It depends on the misdemeanor. Mis- 
demeanor, you know, that could be a traffic ticket. 

Mr. Culberson. So your policy then, it is fair to say, if they fall 
under the classification of the DREAM Act, your agency’s position 
is that that case should be closed administratively. 

Secretary Napolitano. Our administration’s position is we are 
going focus on those who committed serious crimes. 

Mr. Culberson. And not on those people who are found, for ex- 
ample, a low priority or 

Secretary Napolitano. No, but that doesn’t mean they won’t still 
get into the system. I mean, it really is how you direct your agents, 
the operations you put together. You know, we put together, for ex- 
ample, something we called Operation Cross Check, and it is de- 
signed to go out in many States and find fugitives from warrants, 
as was being mentioned earlier today. So it is how you use the re- 
sources we have to have the best impact on public safety. 
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Mr. Culberson. I thank the Chairman for the extra time, but 
it does sound like the administration has implemented de facto am- 
nesty for a large segment of those who are here illegally. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you, Mr. Culberson. 

I know you have got a hearing in just a few minutes. You are 
back on in just a few minutes. 

Secretary Napolitano. I am fine. 

NATIONAL BIO- AND AGRO-DEFENSE FACILITY 

Mr. Aderholt. In closing, let me just touch on one issue. The 
National Academy of Sciences in the analysis of NBAF estimates 
there is a need for a facility like NBAF to be constructed in the 
United States; however, what is confusing is that there is no con- 
struction funding and your statement in which you say you plan 
to reassess whether or why a BSL-4 facility should be stood up. 

Let me ask, is there any doubt that the Department of Homeland 
Security still plans to establish a modern BSL-4 facility in the U.S. 
mainland? 

Secretary Napolitano. That is our intent, Mr. Chairman. And 
this is one of those issues that I think requires serious conversation 
with the Congress, because, for example, last year the President 
asked for $150 million for the so-called NBAF. This House rec- 
ommended $75 million. The Senate zeroed it out. We ultimately 
ended up with $50 million. And we have had trouble getting the 
money for the NBAF for the last few years. 

This Nation needs a BSL [Biological Safety Laboratory] level 4 
facility. It has been peer reviewed and put in Kansas. It is near a 
lot of other resources. That makes sense to put it there. What we 
have asked for is $8 million to do research in Kansas that is con- 
sistent with work in this area, but also to assess scope and cost of 
the NBAF in light of the Budget Control Act and other constraints 
that are being placed on us. 

Mr. Aderholt. But it is your contention that it is absolutely 
needed, and plans are to move forward with that? 

Secretary Napolitano. That is our position. 

Mr. Aderholt. We just need to make sure that we square the 
budget with that. 

Secretary Napolitano. That is my hope. 

FISCAL YEAR 2011 REPORTS: SUBMISSION OF OUTSTANDING 

Mr. Aderholt. Yes. 

We appreciate you testifying before us today, and in closing let 
me say we certainly have a lot of work cut out for us this year. We 
do have before us a budget that once again relies upon fictitious 
offsets by way of an unauthorized increase. It immediately cuts 
Coast Guard frontline operations by 500 military billets and Coast 
Guard acquisitions by 20 percent. CBP Air and Marine procure- 
ment is cut by 52 percent, detention bed space by 1,200 beds. As 
I just mentioned, it zeroes out the NBAF facility, and at the same 
time increases headquarters function, as well as proposes $525 mil- 
lion increasing grants that will take years to spend out. This type 
of budget proposal raises a lot of questions and a lot of significant 
concerns. 
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Also, I must return to an issue that I addressed in my opening 
remarks in regard to compliance with our statutory reporting re- 
quirements. Would you tell us for the record when we will receive 
the fiscal year 2011 reports and the plans that were required by 
statute to be submitted with the fiscal year 2013 budget? 

Secretary Napolitano. We will submit them as soon as we can. 
[Provided separately 2/15/2012] I think there are some that are on 
their way right now, and we will be happy to give your staff the 
status report on those reports. But we know the committee wants 
them and would like them to help inform the decisions for fiscal 
year 2013. 

Mr. Aderholt. As I mentioned, these reports are required by 
law, and they are largely made up of material the Department 
ought to have in order for these vital programs. So I would submit 
to you that we need an answer today on that. 

Secretary Napolitano. We will try to get you a schedule, yes, 
sir. 

Mr. Aderholt. So we will expect your staff to get back with us 
today regarding that. 

And again, thank you for the hearing and 

Mr. Culberson. Mr. Chairman, for the record, I have got some 
information on bed space capacity that I think would be useful just 
to have for the record. We are going to get the Director of ICE on 
Friday. 

Mr. Aderholt. It will be included in the record. 

Mr. Culberson. Okay. 

[The information follows:] 
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Mr. Aderholt. Thank you, Mr. Culberson, thank you again. 
Madam Secretary, and the hearing is adjourned. 

Secretary Napolitano. Thank you. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE Robert Aderholt 


Secretary Janet NapoHtano 
Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2012 DHS Budget Request 
February 15, 2012 


Office of the Secretary Reorganizatioa 

Question: Your request proposes to reorganize the Office of the Secretary and Executive Management by 
creating three new reporting offices for functions currently located in the Office of Policy. Please provide, for 
each of the new offices (Office of International Affairs, Office of State and Local Law Enforcement, and 
Private Sector Office) the comparable staffing and expenses for fiscal years 201 1-12, in comparison with the 
FY 2013 requested levels, noting their administrative staffing (e.g., budget, human resource, executive secretary 
functions), and identifying how those functions were performed in the Office of Policy. Also note all impacts 
of the fiscal year 2013 proposed reorganization on the Office of Policy’s ability to perform the same 
administrative functions for its remaining staff. 

ANSWER: The table below compares staffing and funding levels for FY 201 1-2013. 

Staffing and Funding Levels FY 2011- FY 2013 


Office 

2011 

2012 

2013 


FTE 

Amount 

FTE 

Amount 

FTE 

Amount 

oia' 

37 

$7,250,684 

32 

$7,195,000 

44 

$ 8,001,000 

PSO 

14 

$2,247,381 

11 

$ 1,865,758 

11 

$ 1,751,000 

OSLLE 

2 

$ 120,911 

3 

$ 616,047 

5 

$ 892,000 


* The OIA breakout for FY 2010- FY 2012 does not include the Visa Waiver Program (VWP) staff and 
activities/costs. The VWP staff and activities/costs are proposed for transfer to the Office of International 
Affairs from the Office of Counterterrorism and Security Policy in FY 2013. 

Office of Policy: 

The proposed reorganization will not impact the ability of the Office of Policy to continue to provide the 
same level of service and support in regards to administrative functions for its remaining staff. 

Private Sector Office (PSO): 

No new positions are requested in FY 2013 for PSO. The PSO hired a chief of staff in FY 2012 to fulfill 
administrative and organizational requirements, including hiring and budget responsibilities. In 
addition, in late FY 201 1 executive secretariat responsibilities transferred to Policy sub-offices such as 
OIA and PSO. Therefore, no additional chmges will be made as a result of the transition out of Policy. 
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Office of International Affairs (OIA): 

OlA will create two additional Management and Program Analyst positions to augment the two current 
Mission Support Specialists responsible for daily executive secretary, budget, HR, and logistical 
functions. These positions will address the administrative roles and responsibilities previously handled 
by the Office of Policy as well as the additional cross-Coraponent administrative coordination role that 
the Secretary has asked OIA to assume. 

Office of State and Local Law Enforcement (OSLLE): 

The Office of State and Local Law Enforcement did not request any new positions in FY 2013. 
Functions that were previously performed by the Office of Policy such as Executive Secretary, Budget, 
HR and logistic positions will be provided through agreements with other offices and DHS Management 
entities. In addition, in late FY 201 1 executive secretariat responsibilities transferred to Policy sub- 
offices such as OIA, OSLLE, and PSO. Therefore, no additional changes will be made as a result of the 
transition out of Policy. 

Question: How would this reorganization reduce costs and improve efficiency? Establishing new offices as 
direct reporting entities to the Secretary will create a need for administrative support requirements for each of 
these independent offices, which could include: financial reporting, document and communications control, and 
personnel. How will these be handled for these offices, and will they rely on services from elsewhere within the 
Office of the Secretary and Executive Management? If not, how will you avoid redundancy or loss of scale 
economies? 

ANSWER: The Private Sector Office, the Office of International Affairs, and the Office for State and Local 
Law Enforcement can best execute their responsibilities through a similar structure to other external facing 
outreach offices such as the Office of Intergovernmental Affairs (IGA) and the Office of Legislative Affairs 
(OLA). As the Department continues to mature and these offices continue to take on more significant 
responsibilities across the Department, it’s appropriate for them to become direct reports to the Secretary. The 
reorganization improves efficiency by more clearly identifying the role of these offices. All three offices will be 
able to better coordinate across all Components. 

The Undersecretary for Management (USM) already provides the Office of Secretary and Executive 
Management administrative services, including budget, human resource and logistical support. With the 
reorganization, all entities within the Office of Secretary and Executive Management will continue to receive 
administrative support from the USM. Neither redundancy nor loss of scale economies will occur during this 
transition, and the workload will remain constant for USM. 

Question: Rather than creating more administrative levels, why can’t those functions and the individuals who 
lead them be fully empowered and meet DHS goals within a strong Office of Policy? And how can you assure 
us that breaking up the Office of Policy won’t diminish strategic coordination within the Department and the 
interagency? 

ANSWER: The Private Sector Office, the Office of International Affairs, and the Office for State and Local 
Law Enforcement can best execute their responsibilities through a similar structure to other external facing 
outreach offices such as the Office of Intergovernmental Affairs (IGA) and the Office of Legislative Affairs 
(OLA). As the Department continues to mature and these offices continue to take on more significant 
responsibilities across the Department, it’s appropriate for them to become direct reports to the Secretary. 

The Office of Policy will continue to evolve into a more long term, strategic planning arm for the Department, 
supported by the risk management functions the appropriators redirected to Policy in FY 2012. 
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FY13 Efficiencies and Savinas in the FY 13 Budget Request 


Question: Ple^e provide a table that reflects, for e^h Component of the Department, the amount of savings in 
the fiscal year 2013 budget as a result of operating and management efficiency, compared with current fiscal 
year 2012 funding levels. Please subdivide these reductions by professional services, administrative savings, 
and other efficiencies, and include detailed totals for these categories and for each Component. Please indicate 
whether there are any operational impacts to these reductions. If no detailed estimates are available, please 
identify those that are simply rough estimates. 

ANSWER: The accompanying table provides the amount of savings in the FY 2013 budget as a result of 
operating and management efficiencies compared with current FY 2012 funding levels, subdivided by 
professional services, administrative savings, and other efficiencies, totals for each Component. No significant 
operational impacts are expected to be associated with these reductions. 

Acquisition Management 

Question: The Office of the Chief Procurement Officer (OCPO) has grown in recent years, in large part by 
focusing on building the DHS acquisition workforce, in particular with competencies in systems engineering, 
program management, logistics and business cost estimating. OCPO’s budget justification describes a more 
disciplined process for tracking, hiring and deploying acquisition professionals, and more resources to training, 
internship programs, and the management of the DHS Acquisition Professional Career Program. Please 
provide, by DHS agency or Component, data on the numbers of acquisition personnel numbers and their 
positions; training spending; and systems investments. 

ANSWER: DHS uses the recently deployed Federal Acquisition Institute Training Application System 
(FAITAS) 2 to track its DHS acquisition workforce. FAITAS 2 is a web-based system, built in partnership 
with the Federal Acquisition Institute (FAI), and includes an enhanced training registration system used to 
submit and manage requests for acquisition-related courses delivered by DHS, FAI and the Defense Acquisition 
University (DAU). It also includes a Career Path Management (CPM) Module used by employees and their 
supervisors to create Individual Development Plans (IDP) related to an employee’s acquisition career, as well as 
a Certification Module used when submitting applications for new DHS acquisition career field certifications, 
replacing paper and email processes. DHS began the initial deployment of FAITAS 2 with the enhanced 
training registration system in May 201 1 . The CPM module was fielded in October 201 1 and the acquisition 
certification module in November 2011. A final module, the Continuous Learning Module, will be fielded in 
early April 2012 and available to assist employees in tracking Continuous Learning Points (CLPs) required on a 
bi-annual basis for maintaining currency of acquisition certifications. 

While FAITAS 2 represents a significant improvement in the Department’s ability to identify its acquisition 
workforce, the system relies upon DHS employees identifying their status as acquisition workforce members 
and DHS continues to work to improve the accuracy of the system. Below is a representative example of the 
information that FAITAS is able to provide and includes the number of individuals within the Components and 
DHS headquarter offices that have identified themselves as members of the DHS acquisition workforce. Efforts 
to improve data accuracy currently underway include using the results of the DHS acquisition workforce 
assessment initiated in January 2012 to identify the current “supply” of acquisition workforce members within 
DBS’s major acquisition programs. DHS is also using payroll information to validate the status of contracting 
professionals reported in FAITAS. Lastly, DHS is evaluating the potential of integrating staffing information 
from FAITAS into the Decision Support Tool as a means of better assessing program offices’ workforce 
expertise. 

In fiscal year 201 1, DHS spent approximately $6.8 million on acquisition training (course delivery and course 
development). DHS delivered 331 classes to 6,813 students throughout the Department in FY 201 1 to continue 
to strengthen DHS’s acquisition workforce. 



88 


DHS Acquisition Workforce Distribution (Consolidated Mid-Q2 



jt^cutivc Secretariat 


Office ofProcurcmenl 
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I Civil Rights and Civli Liberties 


I Customs And Border Protection! 
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[Office 


National Protection And 


[Programs Directorate 


Office Of Health Affairs 
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Analysis 


Office OfThe ins|)ector 


[(iencrai 


icicnce And Technol 


Iransportation Security 


Administration 


US. Citizenship And 
Immigration Services 
Ij-S . C oast Guard 
US. Secret Service 


Federal liiw Fnforcement 
Training Center 

2 

21 

Immigration And Customs 
Enforcement 

2 

38 


ISM 

13 

Acquisition Professional Career 
Program 

4 

Chief Administrative Officer 


Chief Financial Officer (HQ) 

i 

Chief f hmian Capital Officer 
(HO) 


Chief Information Officer (HQ) 
Chief Procurement Officer 
ChicfSecuritv Officer 

3 

Directorate I'or Management 

5 
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DUS Contracting Officers Representative 

Serving as a COR/COTR 

Certified CORs ( Self-Id entified) 


{as of February 13, 2012)1 DHS Component 1 Level 

l>IIS < •iniinmcnt 

(4s0\«<5bkfiwtAM:oi2) 

USM 

302 

3 

305 


USM 

195 

Acquisition Professiona! Career 
Program 

28 


28 

Acquisition Professional Career 
Program 

24 

Chief Administrative Officer 

39 


39 

Qt ie I' A d min is 1. rat i v e O ffic e r 

25 

ChiefFinancial Officer (HQ) 

24 


24 

ChiefFinancial Officer (HQ) 

7 

ChierHuman Capital Officer 
(HQ) 

19 


19 

ChiefHuinan Capital Officer 
(HQ) 

9 

Chief Information Officer (HQ) 

90 

2 

92 

Chief In formation Officer (HQ) 

68 

Chief Procurement Officer 

25 

i 

26 

Chief Procurement Officer 

16 

Chief Security Officer 

7 


7 

ChiefSecurity Officer 

1 

Directorate For Management 

43 


43 

Directorate For Management 

24 

Executive Secretariat 

i 


! 

Office ofOperations 

Coordination and Planning 

5 

Office ofOperations 

Coordination and Planning 

7 


7 

Office ofPoiicy (HQ) 

2 

Office ofPoIicy (HQ) 

3 


3 

Office of Procurement 

Operations 

!4 

Office of Procurement 

Operations 

!6 


16 

Civil Rights and Civil Liberties 

2 

Civil Rights and Civil Liberties 

4 


4 

Customs And Border Protection 

353 

Customs And Border Protection 

676 

1 

677 

Domestic Nuclear Detection 

Office 

33 

Domestic Nuclear Detection 

Office 

61 

1 

62 

Federal Emergency 

Management Agency 

389 

Federal Einergency 

Management Agency 

782 

30 

812 

Federal I^w Enforcement 
Training Center 

60 

Federal Law Fkiforcement 
Training Center 

146 


146 

Immigration And Customs 
Enforcement 

145 

Immigration And Customs 
Enforcement 

346 

3 

349 

National Protection And 
Programs Directorate 

161 

National Cybersecurity Center 

t 


1 

Office Of Health AiTairs 

7 

National Protection And 
Programs Directorate 

316 


316 

Office Of Intelligence And 
Analysis 

IS 

Office Of Health Affairs 

14 


14 

Office Of The Inspector 
(tcneral 

4 

Ofiice Of Intelligence And 
Analysis 

36 


36 

Science And Technology 

80 

Office Of The Insj[>ector 

Genera! 

I 


1 

Transportation Security 
Administration 

241 

Science And Technology 

130 


130 

ILS. Citizenship And 
Immigration Services 

139 

Transportation Security 
Administration 

394 

1 

395 

IIS. Coast Guard 

604 

U.S. Citizenship And 
Immigration Services 

195 


195 

LIS. Secret Service 

67 

tJ.S. Coast Guard 

1^49 


1,249 

Grand Total 


‘m » t. J 1 Hci 
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91 
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Question; Please update the information provided for last year’s hearing the Department’s current baseline 
capabilities to manage the Department’s acquisition portfolio management for these organizations, any 
remaining gaps in needed capabilities from that baseline, and how your requested budget for acquisition staff, 
training and systems investments will fill such gaps. 

ANSWER: Since last year, the Department has worked to fiirther improve baseline capabilities to manage our 
acquisition portfolio to centralize the acquisition processes within the agency. The Department’s acquisition 
management framework is growing stronger through the refinement of our policy, processes, procedures, and 
placement of people with the right skill sets in the program oifices. The goal is that every major program be 
implemented in an efficient and effective manner. Our enterprise-wide acquisition framework is a key element 
of DHS’s integration strategy, and we have taken a number of steps this past year to strengthen it and the 
FY 2013 budget supports these critical efforts. 

Within the last year, the Department has matured our acquisition process through final issuance of Management 
Directive, Acquisition Management (D 102-01). This was completed to strengthen acquisition program 
management. The D 102-01 Instruction/Guidebook formalizes the role of the Investment Review Boards 
(formally Acquisition Review Boards) in the oversight and governance process. The IRBs regularly assess a 
program’s progress and determines the criteria for further execution. Further, each Component within the 
Department has established a Component Acquisition Executive (CAE). This senior acquisition official within 
each Component provides acquisition program and portfolio management oversight, policy, and guidance to 
ensure statutory, regulatory, and higher-level policy compliance. 

To support acquisition portfolio management, the Department established a Decision Support Too! (DST) in 
October 2011. The DST is a web-enabled tool that provides DHS acquisition leaders, governance boards, and 
program managers with a central dashboard for assessing and tracking the health of major acquisition projects, 
programs, and portfolios. This tool is providing Investment Review Boards (IRBs), Component Acquisition 
Executives and Program Managers with standardized information by which decisions can be informed. 

In addition, the Department understands that to mature portfolio management, we must improve our acquisition 
workforce. The Department assessed our current capabilities to understand the acquisition core competencies 
required for powerful risk mitigation teams that can execute consistent and high quality acquisitions. In 
FY 201 1, DHS continued to develop course work specifically tailored to DHS policy and processes. For 
example, DHS is developing a “fundamentals” course in test and evaluation, systems engineering, and business 
cost estimating. These courses will set the standard for consistent application of D 102-01 policy across the 
Department. In FY 2012, the Department will conduct another DHS-wide survey to assess the status of the 
acquisition workforce. The objective is to identify areas where acquisition workforce improvements have been 
achieved and identify next steps for further improvement. The overall objective is to establish core skill sets that 
the acquisition workforce needs at the entry level and then to establish how to mature those skills over the 
course of the employee’s acquisition career. 

The continued improvement of the DHS acquisition process and workforce continues to be a major 
management priority in FY 2013. The Under Secretly for Management is leading an effort to improve the 
overall acquisition process by reforming the early requirements development process and enhancing our ability 
to manage the implementation and execution of acquisition programs. 

Jobs and Contracting 

Question: In December 2010, DHS released a multiple award indefinite delivery/indefmite quantity (IDIQ) 
vehicle called TABBS (Technical, Acquisition and Business Support Services), through which $1 1 billion of 
support services would be awarded. Industry responses were submitted on March 2, 201 1, just three months 
after the announcement. However, DHS has delayed award numerous times and states that the last award will 
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be done November 30, 2012 - one year later than initially planned. How can DHS take more than two years to 
evaluate the responses? 

ANSWER: The United States Coast Guard released the synopsis for the multiple award indefinite 
delivery/indefinite quantity (IDIQ) Technical, Acquisition and Business Support Services (TABSS) with a total 
combined contract value of $1 1 billion on the Government-wide Point of Entry (www.fedbizopps.gov) in April 
2010; a draft solicitation was posted in May 2010; a pre-solicitation industry conference was held June 2010; 
and pre-solicitation industry Questions and Answers were posted September 2010. The final Request for 
Proposals (RFP) was posted on December 3, 2010 and industry proposals were due on March 2, 2011. Industry 
had a draft RFP ten months prior to the proposal submission date. Per the Federal Acquisition Regulations, the 
typical response time for commercial open market procurements is thirty (30) days or less. DHS believed ninety 
(90) days was adequate time for industry to prepare proposals. 

The TABSS evaluations are taking longer than anticipated due to the volume of proposals received. DHS 
assigned additional Government resources to the evaluation teams and is adjusting the projected award dates 
accordingly. The I'ABSS procurement includes three (3) Domains and seven tracks as follows: Domain 1, 
Program Management, Engineering and Technology Support with three (3) tracks: Unrestricted (track 1), Small 
Business (Track 2) and 8(a) (Track 3); Domain 2 Business Management, Financial Management and Audit 
Support Services with three (3) tracks: Unrestricted (Track 1), Small Business (Track 2) and Service Disabled 
Veteran Owned Small Business (Track 3); and Domain 3, Contract Management Support Services with one 
track for 8(a) . DHS anticipates awarding each track as evaluation of the track is completed. DHS anticipates 
award of at least three tracks (Domain 1 Track 3, Domain 2 Track 3 and Domain 3) by the end April 2012 with 
the remaining four (4) tracks no later than November 2012. 

Question: As these proposals include firm pricing, how can such pricing remain valid more than two years 
later without a single task order, and how can companies that have entered into such contract vehicles keep the 
individuals they proposed on contingent hiring for more than two years without a single task order? 

ANSWER: The TABSS solicitation did not require offerors to keep the individuals they proposed on 
contingent hire for the duration of the source selection process with one exception, the Senior Program Manager 
(PM). This person, as proposed, is expected to be available at the time of award of the IDIQ contract. However, 
the solicitation allows the Senior PM to be replaced if a change becomes necessary prior to award per RFP L-8, 
which directs offerors to follow the procedures in RFP Section H-4 (Addition or Substitution of Personnel) 
immediately following award. Ail remaining labor categories are based on labor category descriptions and 
labor ceiling rates to be incorporated into the final awarded IDIQ contracts, Individual task orders for specific 
support service requirements will be competed based on IDIQ contract terms and conditions and the actual labor 
rate will be negotiated for each task order(s). The contractor will be required to provide qualified personnel. 
These qualified personnel are not required to be the same personnel proposed at the basic IDIQ contract level. 

Staffing for PHS Departmental Management 

Question: Please provide the Committee with a table showing your current on-board FTE levels for each 
Departmental office within Office of the Secretary and Executive Management (OSEM) and Under Secretary 
for Management (USM), broken down by appointment type for appointees, what is anticipated for the end of 
FY 2012 and what is requested for FY 2013. 

ANSWER: The table below shows the Department’s current on-board position levels for each Departmental 
office within OSEM and USM. 
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1 Current on-boards within OSEM/USM Offices as of December 31,2011 (PP26) 

OSEM/ 

USM 

Office 

AppMjintment 

Type 

Appointment Type Description 

Total 

OSEM 

Policy 

01 

Competitive-Career, SES Career 

98 



02 

Competitive-Career-Conditional 

55 



03 

Competitive-Term, Taper, Indefinite, SES- 
Military Term Or Emergency 

3 



06 

Excepted-Permanent, SES-Noncareer 

3 



07 

Excepted-Conditional 

6 



08 

Excepted-Indefinite, Excepted-Limited (More 
Tlian 1 Year) 

12 



09 

Excepted-Temporary, SES-Time Limited- 
Noncareer 

4 

Policy Total: 

181 


Citizenship and 
Immigration Services 
Ombudsman 

01 

Competitive-Career, SES Career 

14 



02 

Competitive-Career-Conditional 

14 



06 

Excepted-Permanent, SES-Noncareer 

1 



09 

Excepted-Temporary, SES-Time Limited- 
Noncareer 

4 

Citizenship and Immigration Services Ombudsman Total: 

33 


Executive Secretariat 

01 

Competitive-Career, SES Career 

29 



02 

Competitive-Career-Conditional 

20 



06 

Excepted-Permanent. SES-Noncareer 

1 



08 

Excepted-Indefinite, Excepted-Limited (More 
Than 1 Year) 

4 

Executive Secretariat Total: 

54 


Immediate Office of the 
Deputy Secretary 

01 

Competitive-Career, SES Career 

2 



06 

Excepted-Permanent, SES-Noncareer 

1 



07 

Excepted-Conditional 

1 



08 

Excepted-Indefinite, Excepted-Limited (More 
Than 1 Year) 

4 

Immediate Office of the Deputy Secretary Total: 

8 


Immediate Office of the 
Secretary 

01 

Competitive-Career, SES Career 

1 



06 

Excepted-Permanent, SES-Noncareer 

3 



08 

Excepted-Indefinite, Excepted-Limited (More 
Than I Year) 

2 
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j Current on-boards within OSEMAJSM Offices as of December 31, 201 1 (PP26) 

OSEM/ 

USM 

Office 

Appointment 

Type 

Appointment Type Description 

Total 

Immediate Office of the Secretary Total: 

6 


Intergovernmental Affairs 

01 

Comf^titive-Career 

8 



02 

Competitive-Career-Conditional 

1 



06 

Excepted-Permanent, SES-Noncareer 

2 



08 

Excepted-Indefmite, Excepted-Limited (More 
Than 1 Year) 

2 

Intergovernmental Affairs Total: 

13 


Office of Civil Rights and 
Civil Liberties 

01 

Competitive-Career, SES Career 

61 



02 

Competitive-Career-Conditional 

36 



06 

Excepted-Permanent, SES-Noncareer 

3 



09 

Excepted-Temporary, SES-Time Limited- 
Noncareer 

4 

Office of Civil Rights and Civil Liberties Total: 

104 


Office of 

Countemarcotics 

Enforcement 

01 

Competitive-Career, SES Career 

6 



02 

Competitive-Career-Conditional 

4 



08 

Excepted-Indefmite, Excepted-Limited (More 
Than 1 Year) 

1 

Office of Countemarcotics Enforcement Total: 

11 


Office of Legislative 

Affairs 

01 

Competitive-Career, SES Career 

20 



02 

Competitive-Career-Conditional 

6 

imm 



Excepted-Permanent. SES-Noncareer 

3 



08 

Excepted-Indefmite, Excepted-Limited (More 
ITian 1 Year) 

6 

Office of Legislative Affairs Total: 

35 


Office of Public Affairs 

01 

Competitive-Career, SES Career 

15 



02 

Compelitive-Career-Conditionai 

3 



06 

Excepted-Permanent, SES-Noncareer 

\ 



08 

Excepted-Indeflnite, Excepted-Limited (More 
Than 1 Year) 

12 

Office of Public Affairs Total: 

31 


Office of the Chief of 

Staff 

01 

Competitive-Career, SES Career 

1 



06 

Excepted-Permanent. SES-Noncareer 

2 



07 

Excepted-Conditional 

1 



08 

Excepted-Indeflnite, Excepted-Limited (More 

n 





94 


1 Current on-boards within OSEM/USM Offices as of December 3 i , 20 1 1 (PP26) 

OSEM/ 

USM 

Office 

Appointaient 

Type 

Appointment Type Description 

Total 




Than 1 Year) 


Office of the Chief of Staff Total: 

15 


Office of the General 
General Counsel 

01 

Competitive-Career, SES Career 

39 



02 

Competitive-Career-Conditional 

13 



06 

Excepted-Permanent, SES-Noncareer 

49 



07 

Excepted-Conditlonal 

32 



08 

Excepted-Indeflnite, Excepted-Limited (More 
Than 1 Year) 

19 



09 

Excepted-Temporary, SES-Time Limited- 
Noncareer 

11 

Office of the General Counsel Total: 

163 


Office of the Privacy 
Officer 

0! 

Competitive-Career, SES Career 

23 



02 

Competitive-Career-Conditional 

17 



06 

Excepted-Permanent, SES-Noncareer 

i 



09 

Excepted-Temporary, SES-Time Limited- 
Noncareer 

1 

Office of the Privacy Officer Total: 

42 

OSEM Total: 

696 


USM 

Chief Financial Officer 

01 

Competitive-Career, SES Career 

137 



02 

Competitive-Career-Conditional 

77 



07 

Excepted-Conditional 

12 



08 

Excepted-Indeflnite, Excepted-Limited 
(More Than 1 Year) 

1 



09 

Excepted-Temporary, SES-Time Limited- 
Noncareer 

18 

Chief Financial Officer Total; 

245 


Chief Human Capital 
Officer 

01 

Competitive-Career, SES Career 

158 



02 

Competitive-Career-Conditional 

62 



03 

Competitive-Term, Taper, Indefinite, SES- 
Military Term Or Emergency 

4 



04 

Competitive-Temporary, Special Need, SES- 
Time Limited/Career 

1 



06 

Excepted-Permanent, SES-Noncareer 

4 



07 

Excepted-Conditional 

n 



08 

Excepted-Indeflnite, Excepted-Limited 
(More Them i Year) 

1 
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1 Current on-boards within OSEM/USM Offices of December 3 1 , 20 11 (PP26) 

OSEM/ 

USM 

Office 

Appointment 

Type 

Appointment Type Description 

Total 



09 

Excepted-Temporary, SES-Time Limited- 
Noncareer 

13 

Chief Human Capital Officer Total: 

254 


Chief Information Officer 

01 

Competitive-Career, SES Career 

170 



02 

Competitive-Career-Conditional 

169 



03 

Competitive-Term, Taper, Indefinite, SES- 
Military Term Or Emergency 

5 



06 

Excepted-Permanent, SES-Noncareer 

1 



07 

Excepted-Conditional 

4 



08 

Excepted-Indefinite, Excepted-Limited 
(More Than 1 Year) 

2 



09 

Excepted-Temporary, SES-Time Limited- 
Noncareer 

4 

Chief Information Officer Total: 

355 


Chief Procurement 

Officer 

01 

Competitive-Career, SES Career 

312 



02 

Competitive-Career-ConditionaJ 

251 



03 

Competitive-Term, Taper, Indefinite, SES- 
Military Term Or Emergency 

5 



06 

Excepted-Permanent, SES-Noncareer 

1 



07 

Excepted-Conditional 

6 



08 

Excepted-Indefinite, Excepted-Limited 
(More Than 1 Year) 

1 



09 

Excepted-Temporary, SES-Time Limited- 
Noncareer 

7 

Chief Procurement Officer Total; 

583 


Chief Security Officer 

01 

Competitive-Career, SES Career 

132 



02 

Competitive-Career-Conditionai 

100 



06 

Excepted-Permanent, SES-Noncareer 

2 



07 

Excepted-Conditional 

5 



09 

Excepted-Temporary, SES-Time Limited- 
Noncareer 

4 

Chief Security Officer Total: 

243 


Immediate Office of the 
Undersecretary of 
Management 

01 

Competitive-Career, SES Career 

6 



02 

Competitive-Career-Conditional 

3 



06 

Excepted-Permanent, SES-Noncareer 

3 



07 

Excepted-Conditional 

I 



08 

Excepted-Indefinite, Excepted-Limited 
(More Than 1 Year) 

1 
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Current on-boards within OSEM/USM Offices as of December 31, 2011 (PP26) 

OSEM/ 

USM 

Office 

Appointment 

Type 

Appointment Type Description 

Total 



09 

Excepted-Temporary, SES-Time Limited- 
Noncareer 

4 

Immediate Office of the Undersecretary of Management Total: 

18 


Office of the Chief 
Administrative Officer 

01 

Competitive-Career, SES Career 

92 



02 

Competitive-Career-Conditional 

41 



07 

Excepted-Conditional 

1 



09 

Excepted-Temporary, SES-Time Limited- 
Noncareer 

1 

Office of the Chief Administrative Officer Total: 

135 

USM Total: 

1,833 

Grand Total*; 

2,529 


* Includes reimbun>able, temporary, and part-time positions as well as WCF funded positions. 


The Departmental Management and Operations (DM0) Offices anticipate having 2,533 employees on-board by 
the end of FY 2012. Within this number, the offices within the Office of the Secretary and Executive 
Management (OSEM) anticipate having 724 employees on-board to include approximately 23 positions 
transferred from the National Preparedness and Protection Directorates Office of Risk Management and 
Analysis and the Under Secretary for Management (USM) offices anticipate 1 ,809. For FY 2013, OSEM 
requests 725 positions and USM offices requests 1,956 positions for a total of 2,681 DMO positions. The 
estimated positions for each Office include anticipated reimbursable positions and WCF funded positions for 
FY 2012 or FY 2013. The budget requests for positions were calculated using the cost module based on the 
assumption that all were Competitive-Career positions. 

DHS Leadership/Mana£ement Positiop Vacancies 

Quesdoo: Please list by office and position all director-level positions and higher across DHS that are vacant 
or held by individuals in an acting capacity. 

ANSWER: The table below identifies vacant positions that are SES or equivalent and have been identified at 
the ‘Director’ level and above (data as of February 23/24, 2012). The ‘Director’ designation is a subjective 
term and Components may not apply the same criteria when creating the position titles. Many of these 
positions are now in the final stages of the hiring process. These vacancies include new SES positions allocated 
to the Department as a part of the most recent biennial allocation by the Office of Personnel Management (90 
positions). A vigorous recruitment process has been used for existing and new positions. 


Component 

Subcomponent 

Position 

CBP 

Office of the Commissioner - CBP 

Commissioner 

CBP 

Office of Internal Affairs - CBP 

Deputy Assistant Commissioner, Internal 

Affairs 

CBP 

Office of Human Resources - CBP 

Executive Director, Labor and Employee 
Relations 

CBP 

Office of Training & Development ~ CBP 

Assistant Commissioner, Training and 
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Component 

Subcomponent 

Position 



Development 

CBP 

Office of General Counsel - CBP 

Associate Chief Counsel (Administration) 

CBP 

Office of Technology Innovation & 

Executive Director, Program Management 

Acquisition - CBP 

Office 

CBP 

Office of Field Operations - CBP 

Executive Director, Operations 

CIS 

Office of Management - CIS 

Deputy Chief Information Officer 

CIS 

Office of Refugee, Asylum & International 

Dep. Associate Dir, Refugee, Asylum & 

Operations - CIS 

International Operations 

CIS 

Enterprise Services Division - CIS 

Associate Director, Enterprise Services Division 

CIS 

Office of Field Operations - CIS 

District Director, Field Services (Chicago, IL) 

FEMA 

Mission Support Bureau - FEMA 

Chief, Enterprise Business Unit 

FEMA 

Mission Support Bureau - FEMA 

Deputy Chief Administrative Officer 

FEMA 

Mission Support Bureau - FEMA 

Deputy Chief Information Officer 

FEMA 

Mission Support Bureau - FEMA 

Chief Technology Officer 

FEMA 

Response and Recovery - FEMA 

Deputy Assistant Administrator for Long-Term 
Recovery 

FEMA 

Protection and National Preparedness - 
FEMA 

Director, National Exercise Division 

FEMA 

Protection and National Preparedness - 

Superintendent, Emergency Management 

FEMA 

Institute (EMI) 

I&A 

Office of the Deputy Under Secretary for 
Analysis - lA 

Deputy Under Secretary for Analysis 

ICE 

Office of the Assistant Secretary - ICE 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Operations 

ICE 

Office of the Assistant Secretary - ICE 

Deputy Director, Office of Detention Policy & 
Planning 

ICE 

Office of Enforcement & Removal 

Operations - ICE 

Assistant Director, Enforcement, ERO 

ICE 

Office of Enforcement & Removal 

Assistant Director, Detention Management , 

Operations - ICE 

ERO 

ICE 

Office of Enforcement & Removal 

Deputy Assistant Director, Criminal Alien 

Operations - ICE 

Division ERO 

ICE 

Office of General Counsel - ICE 

Director of Enforcement and Litigation 

ICE 

Office of General Counsel - ICE 

Chief Counsel, Miami, ICE 

ICE 

Office of General Counsel ICE 

Chief Counsel. Los Angeles. ICE 


Office of Administrative Services 

Chief, Administrative Services Officer 


Office of Administrative Services 

Deputy, Chief Administrative Services Officer 


Office of the Chief Financial Officer 

Chief Financial Officer 

USM 

Office of the Chief Financial Officer 

Director, Office of Budget 

USM 

Office of the Chief Information Officer 

Director, Chief Information Security Office 

OSEM 

Office of the Privacy Officer 

Deputy Chief Privacy Officer 

OSEM 

Office for Civil Rights and Civil Liberties 

Officer for Civil Rights and Civil Liberties 
(CRCL) 

OGC 

Office of the General Counsel 

Associate General Counsel for General Law 

OGC 

Office of the General Counsel 

Associate General Counsel for Legal Counsel 

OGC 

Office of the General Counsel 

Associate General Counsel for Technology 
Programs 

POLICY 

Immediate Office of the Assistant Secretary 
for Policy 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Policy 

NPPD 

Office of the Under Secretary for NPPD 

Director, Administrative Services 
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Component 

Subcomponent 

Position 

NPPD 

Assistant Secretary for Infrastructure 
Protection - NPPD 

Assistant Secretary for Infrastructure Protection 

NPPD 

Assistant Secretary for CS&C - NPPD 

Director, Nat'l Cybersecurity & 

Communications Integration Ctr. 

NPPD 

Assistant Secretary for CS&C - NPPD 

Director, Cybersecurity Coordination 

NPPD 

Assistant Secretary for CS&C - NPPD 

Director, Global Cyber Security Management 

NPPD 

Assistant Secretary for CS&C - NPPD 

Director, National Communications System 

NPPD 

Assistant Secretary for CS&C - NPPD 

Director, US - CERT Operations 

ST 

HSARPA, Chemical/Biological Defense 
Division - ST 

Director, Chemical Biological Defense Division 

USCG 

United States Coast Guard 

Director, Coast Guard Investigative Service 

usss 

Office of Administration - USSS 

Chief Financial Officer 

ISA 

Office of Legislative Affairs 

Assistant Administrator of Legislative Affairs 

ISA 

Office of Global Strategies 

Regional Director/Diplomatic Liaison (Western 
Hemi sphere/Miam i ) 

TSA 

Office of Chief Counsel - TSA 

Assistant Chief Counsel for Field Operations 

TSA 

Office of Training & Workforce 

Engagement 

Deputy Asst. Administrator, Office of Training 
& Workforce Engagement 

TSA 

Office of Acquisition TSA 

Assistant Administrator for Acquisition 

TSA 

Office of Acquisition TSA 

Executive Director, Acquisition Services and 
Analysis 

TSA 

Office of Security Capabilities - TSA 

Deputy Asst. Administrator for Security 
Capabilities 

TSA 

Office of Security Policy & Industry 
Engagement -TSA 

General Manager, Rail 

TSA 

Office of Security Policy & Industry 
Engagement -TSA 

General Manager, General Aviation 

TSA 

Office of Security Policy & Industry 
Engagement -TSA 

General Manager, Intermodal Security Support 

TSA 

Office of Security Operations - TSA 

Director. Compliance Programs 

TSA 

Office of Security Operations - TSA 

General Manager, Operational Performance 

TSA 

Office of Security Operations - TSA 

Regional Director, Region, 5 (Northwest 

Region) 

TSA 

Federal Security Directors - TSA 

FSD - Cat X (Raleigh-Durham intemat'l 

Airport), Raleigh, NC) 

TSA 

Federal Security Directors - TSA 

FSD - Cat X (Orlando International Airport), 
Orlando, FL 

TSA 

Federal Security Directors - TSA 

FSD - Cal X (Honolulu International Airport), 
Honolulu, Hi 

TSA 

Federal Security Directors - TSA 

FSD - Cal X (Phoenix International Airport), 
Phoenix, AZ 

TSA 

Federal Security Directors - TSA 

USNORTHCOM Liaison Officer & FSD - Cat 

X (Colorado Springs Airport), Colorado 

Springs, CO 

TSA 

Federal Air Marshal Service 

Assistant Director, Security Services & 
Assessments 

TSA 

Federal Air Marshal Service 

Deputy Assistant Director, Security Services & 
Assessments 
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Bonuses 


Question: Please list all OSEM, USM, CIO and CFO SES bonuses provided in 201 1 by position, office and 
amount. 

ANSWER: The table below lists all OSEM, USM, CIO and CFO SES bonuses provided in 201 1 by position, 
office and amount. 


FY2011 SES Awards 

By Office, Position, and Amount 

Component 

Position 

SES Bonus 

Other 

Awards 

1 OSEM/CRCL Subtotal: $21,150 




Deputy Officer, Equal Employment and Diversity Director 


$4,500 


Deputy Officer for Programs And Compliance 

$8,500 



Director, Programs Division 

$8,150 


i OSEM/Deputy Secretary Subtotal: S14,376 




Executive Director, Management Program 

$14,376 


OSEM/Executive Secretary Subtotal: S7,797 



1 Deputy Executive Secretary, Operations and Administration 

$7,797 


OSEM/Office of General Counsel Subtotal: $149,212 




Assistant General Counsel for Acquisition and Procurement 

$8,400 



Associate General Counsel for Operations & Enforcement 

$8,000 



Associate General Counsel for Immigration 

$9,400 

$6,384 


Associate General Counsel for Intelligence and Analysis 


$35,160' 


Associate General Counsel for Regulatory Affairs 


$3,500 


Associate General Counsel for National Protection and Programs 
Directorate 

$13,000 

$6,384 


Associate General Counsel for Technology Programs 

$9,800 



Deputy Associate General Counsel for National Protection and 
Programs Directorate 

$7,700 



Managing Counsel 

$10,300 

$6,384 


Deputy Associate General Counsel for Legal Counsel 

$9,600 



Principal Deputy General Counsel 

$15,200 


OSEM/Policy Subtotal: $70,239 




Attache to London 

$12,579 



Deputy Assistant Secretary For Counterterrorism Policy 

$11,500 



Deputy Assistant Secretary for International Affairs 

$10,403 



Deputy Assistant Secretary for Screening 

$11,672 



Deputy Assistant Secretary for Plans 

$12,579 



Senior Director, Immigration and Border 

$11,506 


OSEM/Privacy Officer Subtotal: $16,419 




Deputy Chief Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) 

$7,900 



Deputy Chief Privacy Officer 

$8,519 


OSEM/Citizenship and Immigration Services Ombudsman Subtotal: S12,629 



j Deputy Director 

12,629 


USM/CFO Subtotal: $146,375 
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FY201I SES Awanis 

By Office, Position, and Amount 

Component 

Position 

SES Bonus 

Other 

Awards 


Deputy, Chief financial Officer 

$16,173 

$4,000 


Director, Financial Management 

$13,978 

$8,000 


Director, Internal Controls 

$12,079 

$5,000 


Director, General Accountability Office/Inspector General Liaison 

$11,219 

$5,000 


Director, Financial Operations 

$10,679 

$5,000 


Deputy Budget Director 

$10,595 

$5,000 


Director, Program Analysis & Evaluation 

$9,000 

$5,000 


Director, Grants Policy & Oversight 

$8,112 

$5,000 


Director, Resource Management Transformation 

$7,540 

$5,000 

j USM/CHCO Subtotal: $75,579 




Chief Human Capital Officer 

$14,376 



Chief Learning Officer 

$8,651 



Deputy Chief Human Capital Officer 

$8,250 



Exec Dir, Policy & Programs 

$8,415 



Executive Director, Balanced Workforce 

$13,776 



Executive Director, Human Capital Business Systems 

$10,630 



Executive Director, Human Resource Management & Services 


$699 


Executive Director, Enterprise Leader Development Programs 

$10,782 


USM/CIO Subtotal: $65,066 




Deputy Chief Information Officer 

$8,678 



Deputy Director, Information Technology 

$7,770 



Director, Information Security 

$13,548 



Director, Office of Applied Technology 

$11,736 



Executive Director, Information Technology 

$10,015 



Executive Director, Information Sharing 

$8,319 



Executive Director, Transformation & Systems Consolidation 


$5,000 

USM/CPO Subtotal: $71,147 




Chief Procurement Officer 

$14,376 



Director, Oversight & Strategic Support 

$10,579 



Director, Office of Small & Disadvantaged Business Utilization 

$12,229 

$2,500 


Director, Strategic Initiative, (Acquisition) 

$8,852 

$4,000 


Executive Director Program Accountability & Risk Management 

$13,611 

$5,000 

USM/CSO Subtotal: $35,873 




Chief Personnel Security Officer 

$9,847 



Chief Security Officer 

$14,376 



Chief, Counterintelligence & Investigations Division 

$11,650 


USM/Immediate Office Subtotal: $31,876 




Chief of Staff 


$6,500 


Executive Director for Management Integration 


$9,000 


Senior Counselor to Under Secretary for Management 

$14,376 

$2,000 

USM/CAO Subtotal: $56,837 



1 Chief, Administrative Services 

$8,985 

1 
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FY 201 1 SES Awards 

By Office, Position, and Amount 

Component 

Position 

SES Bonus 

Other 

Awards 


Deputy Director for Real Estate 


$1,000 


Deputy, Chief Administrative Services 

$10,782 



Director of Asset & Logistics Maimgement 

$8,694 



Director, Administrative Operations 

$10,252 



Director, HQ Management & Development 

$8,835 



Director, Safety & Environmental Program 

$8,289 


Grand Total: $774,575 

$629,564 

$145,011 


The award amount for the Associate Genera! Counsel for Intelligence and Analysis represents a Presidential 
Rank Award. 


Question: Please list by office and pay grade level the number of non-SES employees who received a bonus or 
quality step increase (qsi) in 201 1, the total bonus/qsi expenditures for the particular office and pay grade, and 
the total number of employees in the office and pay grade. 

ANSWER: The table below lists by office and pay grade level the number of non-SES employees who received 
a bonus or QSI in 201 1, the total bonus/QSl amounts for the particular office and pay grade, and the total 
number of employees in the office and pay grade. Please note that the same position title may be listed more 
than once if more than one individual held the position or if an employee received more than one bonus in 
CY2011. 


OSEMAJSM Offices 

Employees on-board as of 12/31/201 1- Bonus (Awards) and QSIs 
by Component and Pay Grade for CY201 1 (Excluding SES/TSES) 

OSEM/ 

USM 

Office 

Grade 

On-board 


Grade 

Employees 
who received 
a bonus/QSI 

Total 

amount of 
bonus/OSI 

Office of the Secretary and Executive 
Management 

642 



444 

$715,652 


Assistant Secretary For 
Policy 


Total: 167 



Total: 127 

$219,246 



EX-04 



GS-07 

3 

$5,590 



KtltglM 

4 


GS-09 

12 

$25,516 



GS-09 

19 


GS-n 

16 

$22,620 



GS-II 

24 


GS-12 

24 

$34,767 



GS-12 

28 


OS-13 

14 

$25,118 



OS- 13 

18 


GS-14 

17 

$24,482 



GS-14 

23 


GS-15 

40 

$72,888 



GS-15 

49 


SL-00 

1 

$8,265 



SL-00 

1 







Citizenship and 
Immigration Services 
Ombudsman 


Total: 31 



Total: 21 

$45,438 



GS-07 

2 


GS-07 

1 

$750 



GS-09 

6 


GS-09 

4 

$13,740 
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OSEM/USM Offices 

Employees on-board as of 12/31/201 1- Bonus (Awards) and QSIs 
by Component and Pay Grade for CY201 1 (Excluding SES/TSES) 

OSEM/ 

USM 

Office 

Grade 

On-board 


Grade 

Employees 
who received 
a bonus/QSI 

Total 

amount of 
bonus/QSI 



GS-ll 

3 


GS-ll 

4 

$9,970 



GS-12 

2 


GS-13 

4 

$9,227 



GS-13 

8 


GS-14 

5 

$5,550 



GS-14 

6 


GS-15 

3 

$6,802 



GS-15 

4 





1 1 


Executive Secretariat 


Total: 52 



Total: 43 

$60,718 



GS-07 

1 


GS-07 

1 

$1,000 



GS-09 

14 


GS-09 

8 

$10,200 



GS-ll 

5 


GS-ll 

4 

$3,742 



GS-12 

12 


GS-12 

12 

$17,400 



GS-13 

4 


GS-13 

4 

$4,400 



GS-14 

9 


GS-14 

8 

$13,400 



GS-15 

7 


GS-15 

6 

$10,576 




Immediate Office of the 
Deputy Secretary 


Total: 6 



Total: 2 

$9,000 



EX-02 



GS-07 

1 

$3,000 



GS-07 

I 


GS-13 

1 

$6,000 



GS-12 

2 







GS-13 

1 







GS-15 

1 





1 


Immediate Office of the 
Secretary 


Total: 3 



Total: 1 

$11,500 



EX-01 

1 


GS-15 

1 

$11,500 



GS-15 

2 







Intergovernmental 

Programs 


Total: 1 1 



Total: 0 




GS-07 

1 







GS-ll 

1 







GS-12 

1 







GS-13 

4 







GS-14 

3 







GS-15 

1 







Office of Civil Rights 
and Civil Liberties 


Total: 101 



Total: 100 

$126,001 



GS-04 

1 


GS-07 

2 

$1,542.39 



GS-07 

5 


GS-08 

6 

$3,292.39 
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OSEM/USM Offices 

Employees on-board as of 12/31/201 1- Bonus (Awards) and QSIs 
by Component and Pay Grade for CY201 1 (Excluding SES/TSES) 

OSEM/ 

USM 

Office 

Grade 

On-board 


Grade 

Employees 
who received 
a bonus/QSI 

Total 

amount of 
bonus/QS! 



GS-08 

5 


GS-09 

1 

$400.00 



GS-09 

1 


GS-ll 

3 

$2,784.78 



GS-!I 

2 


GS-12 

6 

$4,342.39 



GS-12 

5 


GS-13 

11 

$12,404.34 



GS-13 

9 


GS-14 

42 

$54,952.78 



GS-14 

39 


GS-15 

29 

$46,282.24 



GS-15 

34 





1 1 


Office of 

Countemarcotics 

Enforcement 


Total: 1 1 



Total: 5 

$5,524 



GS-ll 

2 


GS-12 

1 

$1,485 



GS-12 



GS-13 

2 

$1,855 



GS-13 

2 


GS-15 

2 

$2,184 



GS-15 

6 





.. n 


Office of Legislative 
Affairs 


Total: 32 



Total: 3 

$4,970 



GS-08 

1 


GS-07 

1 

$1,485 



GS-09 

4 


GS-09 

1 

$1,485 



GS-ll 

3 


GS-15 

1 

$2,000 



GS-12 

2 







GS-14 

11 







GS-15 

11 





; 1 


Office of Public Affairs 


Total: 29 



Total: 15 

13,828 



GS-07 

5 


GS-07 

2 

$2,013 



GS-09 

3 


GS-13 

2 

$1,470 



GS-ll 

1 


GS-14 

5 

$3,920 



GS-12 

2 


GS-15 

6 

$6,425 



GS-13 

4 







GS-14 

6 







GS-15 

8 







Office of the Chief of 

Staff 


Total: 13 



Total: I 

$1,900 



GS-04 

1 







GS-07 

1 







GS-09 

2 


GS-14 

1 

$1,900 



GS-ll 

3 







GS-12 

1 
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OSEM/USM Offices 

Employees on-board as of 12/31/201 1- Bonus (Awards) and QSIs 
by Component and Pay Grade for CY201 1 (Excluding SES/TSES) 

OSEM/ 

USM 

Office 

Grade 

On-board 


Grade 

Employees 
who received 
a bonus/QSI 

Total 

amount of 
bonus/QS! 



GS-13 

4 







GS-14 

1 





_ 


Office of the Genera! 
Counsel 


Total: 147 



Total: 88 

$163,299 



EX-04 

1 


GS-11 

1 

$750 



GS-03 

2 


GS-12 

7 

$5,450 



GS-04 

4 


GS-13 

1 

$1,000 



GS-07 

4 


GS-14 

20 

$29,878 



GS-09 

1 


GS-15 

56 

$100,266 



GS-11 

8 


SL-00 

3 

$25,954 



GS-12 

15 







GS-13 

10 







GS-14 

27 







GS-15 

72 







SL-00 

3 





1 i 


Office of the Privacy 
Officer 


Total: 39 



Total: 38 

$54,227 



GS-04 

1 


GS-09 

1 

$1,078 




1 


GS-11 

7 





8 

■ 


7 




GS-12 

7 

■ 

laanti 

7 




GS-13 

5 

■ 


7 





8 

■ 


9 




Eiana 

9 

_l 





Under Secretary for Management j ! Total: 1.782 | | | Total: 1,537 | $2,763,618 



Chief Financial Officer 


Total: 238 



Total: 200 

$522,887 



GS-03 

5 


GS-04 

1 

$1.1 14 



GS-04 

6 


GS-06 

1 

$1,485 



GS-05 

3 


GS-07 

3 

$3,635 



GS-06 

0 


GS-09 

10 

$9,103 



GS-07 

10 


GS-11 

19 

$28,204 



GS-09 

18 


GS-12 

25 

$49,895 



GS-11 

16 


GS-13 

23 

$51,694 



GS-12 

27 


GS-14 

85 

$215,177 



GS-13 

25 


GS-15 

32 

$148,438 



GS-14 

92 


SL-00 

1 

$14,142 



GS-15 

35 
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OSEM/USM Offices 

Employees on-board as of 12/31/2011- Bonus (Awards) and QSIs 
by Component and Pay Grade for CY201 1 (Excluding SES/TSES) 

OSEM/ 

USM 

Office 

Grade 

On-bo^d 


Grade 

Employees 
who received 
a bonus/QSI 

Total 

amount of 
bonus/QSI 



SL-OO 

1 





_ _ 


Chief Human Capital 
Officer 


Total: 245 



Total: 173 

$293,577 



GS-03 

1 


GS-07 

4 

$2,782 



GS-04 

12 


GS-08 

3 

$3,271 



GS-05 

4 


GS-09 

12 

$6,500 



GS-06 

0 


GS-11 

7 

$7,392 



GS-07 

7 


GS-12 

13 

$13,954 



GS-08 

7 


GS-13 

38 

$48,100 



GS-09 

19 


GS-14 

63 

$120,468 



GS-11 

9 


GS-15 

33 

$91,110 



GS-12 

21 







GS-13 

38 







GS-14 

84 







GS-15 

43 







Chief Information Officer 


Total: 347 



Total: 280 

$636,315 



GS-01 

2 


GS-04 

1 

$721 



GS-03 

1 


GS-07 

1 

$2,500 



GS-04 

2 


GS-09 

3 

$6,100 



GS-05 

1 



4 




OS-07 

1 

1 







4 


GS-13 

61 

$111,734 



GS-11 

6 


GS-14 

118 

$280,716 



GS-12 

17 


GS-15 

81 

$203,701 



OS- 13 

82 


SL-OO 

1 

$7,958 



GS-14 

139 







GS-15 

91 








SL-OO 

1 







Chief Procurement 

Officer 


Total: 573 



Total: 554 

$821,249 



GS-02 

2 


GS-05 

1 

$800 



GS-03 

3 


GS-06 

6 

$7,715 



GS-04 

3 


GS-07 

31 

$17,220 



GS-05 

2 


GS-09 

110 

$55,634 



GS-06 

2 


GS-11 

87 

$71,293 



GS-07 

34 


GS-12 

41 

$45,926 



GS-09 

101 


GS-13 

32 

$50,801 



GS-11 

84 


GS-14 

71 

$122,346 
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OSEM/USM Offices 

Employees on-board as of 12/31/201 1— Bonus (Awards) and QSIs 
by Component and Pay Grade forCY201 1 (Excluding SES/TSES) 

OSEM/ 

USM 

Office 

Grade 

On-board 


Grade 

Employees 
who received 
a bonus/QSI 

Total 

amount of 
bonus/QSI 



GS-12 

43 


GS-15 

174 

$445,321 



GS-13 

38 


SL-00 

1 

$4,193 



GS-14 

78 







GS-15 

183 







Chief Security Officer 


Total: 240 



Total: 214 

$311,936 



GS-04 

6 


GS-05 

5 

$6,080 



GS-05 

5 


GS-07 

11 

$21,342 



GS-07 

11 


GS-09 

2 

$2,300 



GS-09 

3 


GS-11 

7 

$8,873 



GS-11 

11 


GS-12 

25 

$33,554 



GS-12 

31 


GS-13 

86 

$114,551 



GS-13 

91 


GS-14 

61 

$96,449 



GS-14 

62 


GS-15 

17 

$28,787 



GS-15 

20 







Immediate Office of the 
Undersecretary of 
Management 


Total: 1 1 



Total: 09 

$12,298 



EX-02 

1 


GS-04 

1 

$600 



laaigi 

1 


IcfcgiM 

1 




pfijgfla 

1 



1 





1 


maiM 

2 




iwaiii 

2 


GS-14 

2 




PBigei 

3 



2 





2 





^■mn 










Office of the Chief 
Administratiye Officer 


Total: 128 



Total: 107 

$165,356 



GS-06 

1 


GS-06 

1 

$800 



GS-09 

1 


GS-11 

5 

$5,483 



GS-II 

7 


GS-12 

18 

$22,924 



GS-12 

21 


GS-13 

26 

$34,544 



GS-13 

tT 


GS-14 

37 

$51,261 



GS-14 

43 


GS-15 

19 

$42,494 



GS-IS 

21 


SL-00 

1 

$7,850 



SL-00 

1 






[Grand Totals: | | 2,424 fl i ^976 | $3,479,270 
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Non-OSEM/USM Offices 

Employees on-board as of 12/31/201 1 - Bonus (Awards) and QSIs 
by Component and Pay Grade for CY201 1 (Excluding SES/TSES) 

Agency 

Grade 

1 On-board 


Grjuie 

Number of 
Employees who 
received bonus/QSI 

1 Total amount of 
bonus/QSI 

CBP 



Total: 59,990 



Total: 31,878 

$52,186,978 


GG-02 

I 


GO-04 

1 

$600 


GG-03 

3 


GG-05 

3 

$2,217 


GG-04 

5 


GG-06 

3 

$1,817 


GG-05 

4 


GG-07 

18 

$13,275 


GG-07 

33 


GG-09 

11 

$9,992 


GG-09 

8 


GG-11 

55 

$72,844 


GG-n 

63 


GG-12 

382 

$1,241,371 


GG-12 

414 


GG-13 

81 

$248,453 


GG-13 

100 


GG-14 

7 

$15,400 


GG-14 

7 


GG-15 

1 

$2,500 


GG-15 

1 


GL-07 

14 

$10,950 


GL-05 

713 


GL-09 

163 

$174,034 


GL-07 

1194 


GS-01 

3 

$1,200 


GL-09 

1447 


GS-02 

8 

$4,397 


GS-01 

34 


GS-03 

14 

$5,662 


GS-02 

69 


GS-04 

46 

$30,234 


GS-03 

76 


GS-05 

54 

$38,147 


GS-04 

147 


GS-06 

48 

$42,266 


GS-05 

647 


GS-07 

729 

$595,545 


GS-06 

95 


GS-08 

20 

$19,657 


GS-07 

2078 


GS-09 

1,536 

$2,036,604 


GS-08 

38 


GS-10 

1 

$1,608 


GS-09 

223! 


GS-ll 

3,283 

$4,150,429 


GS-10 

1 

■ 

■asia 


$24,574,673 


GS-n 

7124 

■ 


7218 

$12,057,852 


GS-12 

28736 

■ 


2447 

$4,509,164 


GS-13 

10371 


GS-15 

721 

$1,987,949 


GS-14 

2956 


WG-03 

2 

$1,257 


GS-15 

787 


WG-04 

I 

$395 


WG-04 

4 


WG-06 

20 

$16,275 


WG-05 

2 


WG-08 

15 



WG-06 

47 


WG-10 

177 



WG-07 

2 


WL-10 

36 

$45,576 


WG-08 

32 


WS-05 

1 

$750 


WG-10 

400 


WS-IO 

52 

$74,998 


WL-07 

1 


WS-12 

2 



WL-10 

49 






WS-05 

I 
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Non-OSEM/USM Offices 

Employees on-board as of 1 2/3 l/^Oi 1 — Bonus (Awards) and QSIs 
by Component and Pay Gr^e for CY20i 1 (Excluding SES/TSES) 

Agency 

Grade 

On-board 


Grade 

Number of 
Employees who 
received bonus/QSl 

Total amount of 
bonus/QSI 


WS-IO 

67 






WS-12 

2 






CIS 


Total: 10,676 



Total: 6,092 

$7,084,465 


ED-00 

3 


GS-02 

1 

$250 


EX-03 

1 


GS-04 

11 

$5,310 


GS-02 

6 


GS-05 

144 

$78,315 


GS-03 

10 


GS-06 

46 

$23,707 


GS-04 

60 


GS-07 

442 

$278,625 


GS-05 

394 


GS-08 

29 

$24,287 


GS-06 

138 


GS-09 

859 

$594,108 


GS-07 

866 


GS-10 

15 

$11,940 


GS-08 

63 


GS-11 

488 

$407,305 


GS-09 

1,500 


GS-12 

1,841 

$1,819,337 


GS-10 

26 


GS-1 3 

1,075 

$1,473,832 


GS-1 1 

875 


GS-14 

690 

$1,237,319 


GS-12 

3,173 


GS-1 5 

450 

$1,129,280 


GS-1 3 

1,739 


WG-06 

1 

$850 


GS-1 4 

1,183 






QS-15 

638 






■WG-06 

1 





■ 

DNDO 


Total: 99 



Total: 75 

$209,284 


ED-00 

1 


GS-09 

1 

$2,500 


GS-04 

1 


GS-11 

1 

$1,000 

1 

GS-11 

1 


GS-12 

2 

$9,200 


GS-12 

4 


GS-1 3 

8 

$14,928 


GS-1 3 

10 


GS-14 

18 

$43,410 

1 

GS-1 4 

22 


GS-1 5 

45 

$138,246 


OS-15 

59 






ST-00 

1 






FEMA 


Total: 18,461 



Total: 5,258 

$6,611,109 


AD-00 

10,818 


AD-00 

1,308 

$745,226 


EF-14 

2 


EF-14 

1 

$232 


EF-15 

1 


EF-15 

1 

$2,195 


EX-02 

1 


GM-14 

1 

$1,245 


EX-03 

2 


GS-02 

1 

$278 


EX-04 

2 


GS-03 

1 

$1,339 


GM-14 

1 


GS-04 

8 

$5,793 
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Non-OSEMOISM Offices 

Employees on-board as of 12/31/201 1 - Bonus (Awards) and QSIs 
by Component and Pay Grade for CY201 1 (Excluding SES/TSES) 

Agency 

Grade 

On-board 


Grade 

Number of 
Employees who 
received bonus/QSI 

Total amount of 
bonus/QSI 


GS-02 

4 


GS-05 

12 

$6,463 


GS-03 

6 


GS-06 

21 

$22,824 


GS-04 

28 


GS-07 

148 

$132,001 


GS-05 

52 


GS-08 

58 

$75,516 


GS-06 

80 


GS-09 

261 

$336,916 


GS-07 

344 


GS-10 

4 

$7,200 


GS-08 

98 


GS-11 

353 

$484,988 


GS-09 

1,189 


GS-12 

975 

$1,291,018 


GS-10 

4 


GS-13 

910 

$1,380,110 


GS-11 

903 


GS-14 

667 

$1,176,052 


GS-12 

1,856 


GS-15 

355 

$807,821 


GS-13 

1,427 


WG-03 

1 

$400 


GS-14 

899 


WG-04 

14 

$13,092 


GS-15 

504 


WG-06 

22 

$14,750 


SL-00 

1 


WG-07 

10 

$4,450 


WG-02 

2 


WG-08 

6 

$6,800 


WG-03 

1 


WG-09 

8 

$5,050 


WG-04 

19 


WG-10 

16 

$10,425 


WG-06 

37 


WG-11 

52 

$34,470 


WG-07 

13 


WG-12 

18 

$19,350 


WG-08 

17 


WL-04 

1 

$500 


WG-09 

8 


WL-08 

3 

$2,950 


WG-10 

19 


WL-09 

1 

$750 


WG-11 

55 


WL-10 

1 

$450 


WG-12 

33 


WL-11 

6 

$5,075 


WL-04 

1 


WL-12 

1 

$1,575 


WL-06 

1 


WS-04 

1 

$325 


WL-08 

7 


WS-05 

1 

$900 


WL-09 

1 


WS-08 

1 

$2,000 


WL-10 

2 


WS-10 

2 

$1,200 


WL-11 

7 


WS-11 

6 

$7,230 


WL-12 

1 

■ 

WS-12 

1 

$650 


WS-04 

1 


XL-08 

1 

$1,500 


WS-05 

2 







2 







2 







6 






WS-12 

1 






XL-08 

1 
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Non-OSEM/USM Offices 

Employees on-board as of 12/31/201 1 - Bonus (Awards) and QSIs 
by Component and Pay Grade for CY201 1 (Excluding SES/TSES) 

Agency 

Grade 

On-board 


Grade 

Number of 
Employees who 
received bonus/QSI 

Total amount of 
bonus/QSI 

FLETC 


Total: 1,161 



Total: 1,246 

$1,805,551 


GS-02 

1 


GS-03 

1 

$297 


GS-03 

4 


GS-04 

4 

$2,783 


GS-04 

6 


GS-05 

5 

$7,068 


GS-05 

5 


GS-06 

2 

$1,336 


GS-06 

1 


GS-07 

43 

$45,729 


GS-07 

33 


GS-08 

28 

$32,437 


GS-08 

24 


GS-09 

97 

$1 16,639 


GS-09 

84 


GS-11 

101 

$158,060 


GS-10 

99 


GS-12 

311 

$364,121 


GS-11 

303 


GS-13 

380 

$578,533 


GS-12 

356 


GS-14 

143 

$249,423 


GS-13 

120 


GS-15 

83 

$186,455 


GS-14 

71 


WG-05 

1 

$1,095 


GS-15 

2 


WG-08 

11 

$12,267 


WG-02 

1 


WG-10 

21 

$30,291 


WG-05 

12 


WG-11 

10 

$13,767 


WG-08 

22 


WL-10 

2 

$1,800 


WG-10 

10 


WL-ll 

1 

$1,150 


WG-U 

2 


WS-11 

1 

$1,150 


■OOBBI 

2 


WS-13 

1 

$1,150 



I 







1 







1 






A&O 

Total: 

Total: 829 


Total: 

Total; 605 

$1,065,751 


EX-03 

1 


GS-04 

1 

$388 


GS-03 

3 


GS-05 

1 

$336 


GS-04 

23 


GS-07 

4 

$3,498 


GS-05 

8 


GS-09 

21 

$23,205 


GS-07 

9 


GS-11 

34 

$36,032 


GS-09 

48 


GS-12 

83 

$118,482 


GS-11 

54 


GS-13 

106 

$165,046 


GS-12 

119 


GS-14 

220 

$396,341 


GS-13 

149 


GS-15 

132 

$304,876 


GS-14 

258 


SL-00 

3 

$17,547 


GS-15 

152 






SL-00 

5 






ICE 


Total; 20,274 | 


Total; 12,830 

$24,503,647 
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Non-OSEM/USM Offices 

Employees on-board as of 12/31/201 1 - Bonus (Awards) and QSIs 
by Component and Pay Grade for CY201 1 (Excluding SES/TSES) 

Agency 

Grade 

On-board 


Grade 

Number of 
Employees who 
received bonus/QS! 

Total amount of 
bonus/QSI 


EF-OO 

2 


EF-00 

2 

$4,600 


EX-04 

1 


GG-14 

1 

$7,441 


GG-06 

1 


GL-04 

I 

$750 


GG-n 

9 


GL-05 

10 

$11,185 


GG-12 

2 


GL-07 

104 

$132,847 


GG-14 

1 


GL-09 

1884 

$2,217,654 


GL-04 

3 


GS-02 

2 

$1,250 


GL-05 

78 


GS-03 

6 

$4,686 


GL-07 

314 


GS-04 

30 

$17,638 


GL-09 

3,330 


GS-05 

67 

$53,205 


GS-01 

2 


GS-06 

61 

$61,814 


GS-02 

27 


GS-07 

386 

$414,816 


GS-03 

39 


GS-08 

398 

$392,907 


GS-04 

120 


GS-09 

297 

$376,009 


GS-05 

221 


GS-11 

984 

$1,423,253 


GS-06 

102 


GS-12 

1,768 

$2,784,155 


GS-07 

783 


GS-13 

3,637 

$7,422,125 


GS-08 

657 


GS-14 

2,248 

$5,845,013 


GS-09 

406 


GS-15 

908 

$3,295,736 


GS-H 

1.609 


SQ-OO 

1 

$300 


GS-12 

2,721 


WG-06 

1 

$750 


GS-13 

5,616 


WG-07 

2 

$1,513 


GS-14 

3,151 


WG-09 

1 

$500 


GS-15 

1,025 


WG-10 

27 

$26,487 


SQ-00 

1 


WG-11 

1 

$750 


WG-06 

3 


WS-09 

1 

$2,500 


WG-07 

3 


WS-10 

1 

$763 


WO-09 

1 


WS-11 

1 

$3,000 


WG-10 

40 






WG-11 

2 






WL-10 

1 






WS-09 

1 






WS-10 

1 






WS-Il 

1 






NPPD 


Total: 2,726 



Total: 2,503 

$7,034,972 


EF-00 

1 


GL-09 

3 

$6,750 


EX-03 

1 


GM-14 

1 

$3,015 


GM-14 

1 


GM-15 

2 

$8,054 


GM-15 

1 

“1 

GS-03 

2 

$2,050 
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Non-OSEM/USM Offices 

Employees on-board as of 12/31/2011 - Bonus (Awards) and QSIs 
by Component and Pay Grade for CY201 1 (Excluding SES/TSES) 

Agency 

Grade 

On-boanl 


Grade 

Number of 
Employees who 
received bonus/QSI 

Total amount of 
bonus/QSi 


GS-03 

2 


GS-05 

9 

$7,606 


GS-04 

2 


GS-06 

3 

$6,567 


GS-05 

13 


GS-07 

33 

$52,736 


GS-06 

2 


GS-08 

30 

$82,491 


GS-07 

34 

”1 

GS-09 

118 

$244,303 


GS-08 

33 


GS-10 

7 

$10,920 


GS-09 

117 


GS-lI 

260 

$560,415 


GS-10 

8 


GS-12 

689 

$2,063,680 


GS-11 

218 


GS-13 

568 

$1,458604 


GS-12 

718 


GS-14 

500 

$1,518550 


GS-13 

673 


GS-15 

278 

$1,009,232 


GS-14 

591 






GS-15 

311 





....... 

Office of 
Health 

Affairs 


Total: 80 



Total: 67 

$161,873 


EX-04 

1 


GP-15 

1 

$8,211 


GS-09 

1 


GS-09 

3 

$2,479 


GS-ll 

7 


GS-1! 

5 

$4,733 



8 



7 

$10,976 



13 



8 

$15,980 


GS-14 

24 



21 

$44,807 


GS-15 

20 



17 

$43,687 


SL-00 

2 



2 

$11,000 


SO-00 

1 



1 

$8,000 


ST-00 

3 



2 

$12,000 








OIG 


Total:752 



Total: 492 

$656,390 


GL-05 

1 


isaa 

1 

$800 


GL-07 

3 


GL-09 

1 

$800 


GL-09 

8 


GS-05 

1 

$445 


GS-03 

4 


GS-06 

1 

$650 


GS-04 

18 


ngljU 

11 

$13,101 


GS-05 

13 



1 

$800 


GS-06 

1 



18 

$15,363 


GS-07 

25 



33 

$33,227 


GS-08 

I 



90 

$97,785 


GS-09 

27 



148 

$182,364 


GS-11 

43 

■ 

gtfciil 

124 

$186,573 


GS-12 

140 


■S3I9 

63 

$124,482 




Non-OSEM/USM Offices 

Employees on-board as of 12/3 1/201 1 - Bonus (Awards) and QSIs 
by Component and Pay Grade for CY201 1 (Excluding SES/TSES) 



Grade 

On-board 


Grade 

Number of 
Employees who 
received bonus/QS! 

GS-13 

243 




GS-14 

154 

j 



GS-15 

71 






Total: 468 



Total: 328 

AD-00 

11 


AD-00 ^ 

12 

EX-03 

1 


GS-02 

1 

GS-01 

1 


GS-07 

1 

GS-02 

3 


GS-08 

2 

GS-03 

3 


GS-09 

11 

GS-04 

9 


GS-11 

23 

GS-05 

2 


GS-12 

30 

GS-06 

1 


GS-13 

28 

GS-07 

10 


GS-14 

71 

GS-08 

4 


GS-15 

122 

GS-09 

19 


SL-00 

3 

GS-11 

22 


ST-00 

18 


Total amount of 
bonus/QSI 


$760,534 

$69,238 

$360 

$3,985 

$2,985 

$14,894 

$43,043 

$48,785 

$47,947 

$129,113 

$272,692 

$19,000 

$101,000 
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Non-OSEM/USM Offices 

Employees on-board as of 12/31/201 1 - Bonus (Awards) and QSIs 
by Component and Pay Grade for CY201 1 (Excluding SES/TSES) 

Agency 

Grade 

On-board 


Grade 

Number of 
Employees who 
received bonus/QSI 

Total amount of 
bonus/QSI 


WL-05 

2 


WL-08 

5 

$10,290 


WL-06 

3 


WL-09 

16 

$29,459 


WL-07 

3 


WL-10 

104 

$188,587 


WL-08 

7 


WL-11 

14 

$26,019 


WL-09 

16 


WL-12 

5 

$8,800 


WL-10 

107 


WN-07 

1 

$2,400 


WL-11 

14 


WS-05 

1 

$2,150 


WL-12 

5 


WS-06 

4 

$7,835 


WN-07 

1 


WS-07 

1 

$2,418 


WS-05 

2 


WS-08 

1 

$1,718 


WS-06 

4 


WS-09 

13 

$22,040 


WS-07 

1 


WS-10 

42 

$75,405 


WS-08 

2 


WS-11 

27 

$54,434 


WS-09 

15 


WS-12 

7 

$13,863 


WS-10 

47 


WS-13 

7 

$16,215 


WS-H 

29 


WS-14 

4 

$7,990 


WS-12 

8 


WS-15 

9 

$15,842 


WS-13 

7 


WS-18 

4 

$6,800 


WS-14 

3 

“1 





WS-15 

9 

1 





WS-18 

3 







usss 


Total: 6,907 



Total: 4,999 

$6,269,320 


EF-00 

1 


GL-07 

7 

$3,563 


EF-14 

1 


GL-08 

10 

$6,185 


GL-07 

49 


GL-09 

144 

$114,216 


GL-08 

11 


GL-10 

22 

$20,739 


GL-09 

253 


GM-13 

2 

$4,788 


GL-10 

22 


GM-14 

2 

$5,171 


GM-13 

2 


GM-15 

1 

$8,386 


GM-14 

1 


GS-01 

1 

$594 


GM-15 

1 


GS-02 

5 

$1,103 


GS-01 

3 


GS-03 

15 

$5,268 


GS-02 

20 


GS-04 

39 

$12,863 


GS-03 

23 

1 

GS-05 

42 

$21,084 


GS-04 

49 

r 

GS-06 

34 

$20,981 


GS-05 

48 


GS-07 

78 

$47,270 


GS-06 

44 


GS-08 

149 

$121,358 


GS-07 

84 


GS-09 

137 

$115,230 


GS-08 

170 


GS-10 

8 

$11,070 
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Non-OSEM/USM Offices 

Employees on-board as of 12/3 1/201 1 - Bonus (Awards) and QSIs 
by Component and Pay Grade for CY201 1 (Excluding SES/TSES) 

Agency 

Grade 

On-board 


Grade 

Number of 
Employees who 
received bonus/QS! 

Total amount of 
bonus/QSl 


GS-09 

170 


GS-11 

288 

$261,412 


GS-10 

8 


GS-12 

352 

$348,031 


GS-Il 

384 


GS-13 

2,053 

$2,106,852 


GS-12 

462 


GS-14 

598 

$1,351,798 


GS-13 

2863 


GS-15 

215 

$994,726 


GS-14 

617 


LE-01 

565 

$354,480 


GS-15 

211 


LE-04 

127 

$120,042 


LE-01 

1138 


LE-05 

51 

$65,766 


LE-04 

165 


EE-07 

24 

$50,383 


LE-05 

56 


LE-08 

14 

$48,533 


LE-07 

22 


LE-09 

4 

$20,553 


LE-08 

14 


LE-10 

1 

$7,757 


LE-09 

4 


LE-11 

1 

$11,530 


LE-10 

1 


SL-00 

2 

$2,376 


LE-II 

1 


WG-06 

1 

$594 


SL-00 

2 


WG~08 

3 

$1,700 


WG-06 

I 


WG-12 

1 

$839 


WG-08 

3 


WG-14 

3 

$2,079 


WG-14 

3 






Grand Total 


196,878 1 


121,486 

$205,797,429 


Question: Please provide a table showing how much is requested in the fiscal year 2013 budget for bonuses for 
OSEM, USM, CIO and CFO political employees; OSEM, USM, CIO and CFO SES employees; and OSEM, 
USM, CIO, and CFO non-SES employees. 

ANSWER: There is no specific set amount requested for bonuses. The table below shows the estimated 
amount for bonuses included within the salaries and benefits object classes in the FY 2013 budget request. 
Political appointees cannot receive bonuses per current Administration policy. 


FY 2013 Budget Estimate for Bonuses 

Appropriation 

Political 

Employees 

SES Employees 

Non-SES 

Emplovees 

Total 


$0 

$ 382,000 

$780,000 

$1,162,000 

USM 

$0 

$367,000 

$994,000 

$1,361,000 

OCFO 

$0 


$233,000 

$332,000 

OCIO 

$0 

$98,000 


$448,000 

Grand Total 

$0 

$946,000 

$2,357,000 

$3,303,000 


Travel 
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Question: Please provide a detailed justification for die fiscal year 20 13 travel budgets for the Secretary, 
Deputy Secretary and the Chief of Staff as compart to the fiscal year 2011-12 enacted levels and identify the 
travel “offsets” claimed in the budget that allow for a reduced request. Please also provide travel costs 
projected for the new direct reporting offices (Private Sector, Stete and Local Law Enforcement, and 
International Affairs) and compare with funding provided previously for those functions under the Office of 
Policy. Please indicate those instances in fiscal year 201 1 mid to date where the Secretary or Deputy Secretary 
travel was provided by Coast Guard aircraft, and projected and budgeted for the remainder of the year and for 
fiscal year 2013. 

ANSWER: The table below compares the travel budgets for the Secretary, Deputy Secretary and the Chief of 
Staff for FY 201 1-FY 2013. 


Travel Budget 

Amount in (000*$) 

Office 

FY 2011 

C. R. 

FY 2012 
Enacted 

FY 2013 
Requested 

Secretary 

$2,000 

$2,542 

$1,835 

Deputy Secretary 

$697 

$373 

$373 

Chief of Staff 

$380 

$244 

$244 


The FY 2013 travel request for the Immediate Office of the Secretary includes a decrease of $707,000 due to a 
reduction for general travel and associated expenses. The FY 2013 budget request funds travel at the FY 2012 
Enacted levels for the Immediate Office of the Deputy Secretary and Chief of Staff. 

The table below shows the travel costs projected for the new direct reporting offices (Private Sector, State and 
Local Law Enforcement, and International Affairs), compared with funding provided previously for those 
functions under the Office of Policy. 


Office 

2011 

2012 

2013 


Travel Amount 

Travel Amount 

Travel Amount 

OIA' 

$ 379,403 

359,284 

$ 351,000 

PSO 

$ 57,309 

$ 39,554 

$ 35,000 

SLLE 

$ 14,849 

$ 28,539 

$ 38,000 


The office of International Affairs travel funding level includes the Visa Waiver Program (VWP) actuals 
and projected travel cost for FY201 1 '-FY2013. 


The table below shows the instances in FY 201 1 through February 21 , 2012, where Secretary or Deputy 
Secretary travel was provided by Coast Guard aircraft. 


Immediate Office of the Secretary 


Traveler 

Start Date 

End Date 

Destination 

USCG 

Cost 

SI 

10/9/2010 

10/9/2010 

Philadelphia, PA 

$4,172 

SI 

10/16/2010 

10/18/2010 

San Diego, CA 

$45,492 

SI 

10/25/2010 

10/25/2010 

Orlando, FL 

$17,044 

SI 

10/27/2010 

10/29/2010 

Colorado Springs, CO 

$37,116 

SI 

11/5/2010 

11/06/2010 

Bangor, ME; Halifax, Nova Scotia 

$25,216 
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Traveler 

Start Date 

End Date 

Destination 

USCG 

Cost 





SI 

11/19/2010 

11/20/2010 

Lisbon, Portugal 

$62,776 

SI 

11/22/2010 

11/22/2010 

Trenton, NJ; New York, NY 

$8,981 

SI 

11/28/2010 

11/30/2010 

Mexico City, MX; Panama City, Panama 

$54,651 

SI 

12/3/2010 

12/5/2010 

New York, NY 

$6,560 

SI 

12/16/2010 

12/17/2010 

Scottsdale, AZ, Tucson, AZ, Nogales, AZ, Phoenix, AZ 

$43,120 

SI 

12/22/2010 

12/22/2010 

Detroit, MI 

$9,990 

SI 

01/27/2011 

01/29/2011 

London, England 

$66,575 

SI 

01/30/2011 

01/31/2011 

El Paso, Dallas, TX 

$33,110 

SI 

02/21/201 1 

02/24/201 1 

Brownsville, TX, Key West, FL 

$36,981 

SI 

03/5/2011 

03/5/201 1 

New York, NY 

$7,270 

SI 

03/14/2011 

03/15/201! 

Boston, MA; Denver, CO 

$36,461 

SI 

03/24/201 1 

03/28/2011 

El Paso, TX, Phoenix, AZ, Los Angeles, CA 

$53,134 

SI 

04/12/2011 

04/15/2011 

Budapest, Hungary 

$83,182 

SI 

04/19/2011 

04/20/2011 

New York, NY 

$6,819 

SI 

04/21/2011 

04/25/2011 

Artesia, NM, Albuquerque, NM, Coronado, CA, Phoenix, 

AZ, Los Angeles, CA, Berkeley, CA 

$56,987 

SI 

05/07/201 1 

05/09/201 1 

Atlanta, GA Ringgold, GA 

$11,369 

SI 

05/10/2011 

05/10/2011 

El Paso, TX 

$18,084 

SI 

05/18/2011 

05/19/2011 

New London, CT, Las Vegas, NV 

$49,703 

SI 

05/22/2011 

05/28/201 1 

Mumbai, Delhi, India 

$173,753 

SI 

05/29/201 1 

05/29/2011 

Indianapolis, IN, Muscle Shoals, AL, Hackleburg, AL 

$17,989 

SI 

06/01/2011 

06/01/2011 

Huntington, WV 

$6,614 

SI 

06/07/201 1 

06/07/201 1 

New York, NY 

$6,729 

SI 

06/09/201 1 

06/09/2011 

Joplin, MO 

$17,439 

SI 

06/18/2011 

06/23/201 1 

London, UK; Amsterdam, Rotterdam, the Hague, 

Netherlands; Brussels, Belgium 

$82,558 

SI 

06/29/2011 

07/02/201 1 

Madrid, Spain Vienna, Austria 

$94,566 

SI 

07/07/201 1 

07/10/2011 

Nogales, AZ; Phoenix, AZ 

$44,144 

SI 

07/30/2011 

07/31/2011 

Aspen, CO 

$45,575 

SI 

08/04/2011 

08/05/2011 

New York, NY 

$8,513 

SI 

08/08/201 1 

08/08/2011 

New Orleans, LA; Bossier City, LA 

$21,652 

SI 

08/12/2011 

08/15/2011 

Winnipeg, Canada 

$36,671 
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Traveler 

Start Date 

End Date 

Destination 

USCG 

Cost 





SI 

08/18/2011 

08/18/2011 

New York, NY 

$9,030 

SI 

08/22/2011 

08/23/2011 

Anniston, AL; Little Rock, AR; Glynco, GA 

$24,673 

SI 

08/30/201 1 

08/30/2011 

Elizabeth City, NC; Manteo NC; Richmond, VA 

$6,922 

SI 

08/31/2011 

08/31/2011 

Albany, NY; Prattsville, NY; Teterboro, NJ; Patereon, NJ, 

Lincoln Park, NJ 

$10,321 

SI 

09/01/2011 

09/04/2011 

Dallas, TX 

$41,851 

SI 

09/05/2011 

09/05/201 1 

New Haven, CT 

$9,027 

SI 

09/09/2011 

09/11/2011 

New York City, NY; Boston, MA 

$14,900 

SI 

09/16/2011 

09/17/2011 

Madison, W1 

$15,248 

SI 

09/20/2011 

09/21/2011 

Houston, TX; College Station, TX; Orlando, FL; NYC, NY 

$38,931 

SI 

09/22/2011 

09/22/2011 

Joplin, MO 

$19,328 

SI 

10/1/2011 

10/2/2011 

Santa Fe, NM 

$32,895 

SI 

10/6/2011 

10/7/2011 

New Haven, CT; Ypsilanti, MI; Detroit, MI 

$16,667 

SI 

10/18/2011 

10/18/2011 

New York, NY 

$7,073 

SI 

10/20/201 1 

10/20/2011 

Raleigh, NC; Chapel Hill, NC; Durham, NC 

$10,268 

SI 

11/9/2011 

11/11/2011 

Nassau, Bahamas 

$19,983 

SI 

01/20/2012 

01/22/2012 

Atlantic City, NJ; Plum Island, NY 

$12,686 

SI 

01/23/2012 

01/26/2012 

Davos, Switzerland 

$85,448 

SI 

02/1/2012 

02/1/2012 

Indianapolis, IN 

$10,022 

SI 

02/18/2012 

02/21/2012 

Tucson, AZ; McAllen, TX 

$44,942 
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Immediate OfHce of the Deputy Secretary 


Traveler 

Start Date 

End Date 

Destination 

USCG 

Cost 

S2 

09/09/2010 

09/10/2010 

Charleston, SC; Newark, NJ 

$13,540 

S2 

10/03/2010 

10/04/2010 

Seattle, WA 

$44,550 

S2 

10/06/2010 

10/08/2010 

Luxembourg 

$75,735 

S2 

10/19/2010 

10/22/2010 

Berlin, Germany; Rome, Italy 

$94,953 

S2 

n/13/2010 

11/13/2010 

New York, NY 

$4,371 

S2 

U/18/2010 

11/20/2010 

Ottawa, Canada; H^ue, Rotterdam, Netherlands; Brussels, 
Belgium 

$78,809 

S2 

01/09/2011 

01/14/2011 

New Delhi, India; Berlin, Germany; Brussels, Belgium 

$186,527 

S2 

02/03/2011 

02/08/201 1 

Kravow, Poland; Brussels, Belgium 

$72,642 

S2 

03/06/201 1 

03/07/201 1 

Brussels, Belgium 

$77,402 

S2 

05/10/2012 

05/11/2012 

Key West, FL 

$8,631 

S2 

05/15/2011 

05/17/2011 

Burlington, VT; Brussels, Belgium; Paris, France 

$76,782 

S2 

06/14/2011 

06/17/2011 

Berlin, Germany; Stockholm, Sweden; Brussels, Belgium; 
Hague, Rotterdam, Netherlands 

$91,101 

S2 

08/16/2011 

08/16/2011 

New Orleans, LA 

$19,391 

S2 

09/26/2011 

09/29/2011 

Strasbourg, Paris, France 

$83,823 


The table below shows the projected and budgeted amounts for the remainder of the year and for FY 2012. 



FV 2012 Projected 
Remainder - USCG 
Aircraft Costs 

FY 2013 Anticipated - 
USCG Aircraft Costs 

Secretary 

$452,424 

$904,848 

Deputy Secretary 

$260,377 

$260,377 


Question: Please provide a breakdown of the travel thus far taken by the Secretary, Deputy Secretary and 
Chief of Staff in FY 2012. listing dates, destinations, purposes and costs by trip, as well as the balances 
remaining in their travel budgets for the current fiscal year. 

ANSWER: The below shows the travel thus far taken by the Secretary, Deputy Secretary and Chief of Staff in 
FY 2012. 
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01/20/2012 01/22/2012 Secretary NapoHtano delivered remarks at the Federal Air Atlantic City, NJ; $12,686 
Marsha! Service (FAMS) Graduation Ceremony and Plum Island, NY 
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Office of the Chief of Staff 
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Question: Please provide a table that shows ali the hinds expended by OSEM, USM, CIO and CFO political 
employees for travel in 201 1. Include the name of each traveler, purpose of travel, location(s) visited, and total 
cost. 

ANSWER: The table below shows all funding obligated by OSEM, USM, CIO and CFO political employees 
for travel in 2011. 


Traveler 

Puipose 

Destination 

Expended 

Alikhan, Arif 

Conference 

Santa Ana, CA 

$1,645.48 

Alikhan, Arif 

Speech/Presentation 

Los Angeles, CA 

$9.34 

Anderson, Audrey 

Official Business 

Birmingham, AL 

$847.67 

Anderson, Audrey 

Program/Site Visit 

New York, NY 

$405.19 

Angelo, Matthew R. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Springfield, MO; Joplin, 
MO 

$400.75 

Angelo, Matthew R. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Jacksonville, FL; Glynco, 
GA; Jacksonville, FL 

$1,123.56 

Angelo, Matthew R. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Albany, NY; Prattsville, 
NY; Albany, NY 

$1703.92 

Angelo, Matthew R. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Detroit, MI; Ann Arbor, 
MI; Detroit, MI; 
Columbia, SC 

$861.62 

Angelo, Matthew R. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Oslo, NOR 

$4,460.30 

Bernstein, Jarrod 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Louisville, KY 

$56.47 

Bernstein, Jarrod 

Accompanying the Secretary 

New York City, NY 

$468.97 

Bernstein, Jarrod 

Program/Site Visit Conference 

Emmitsburg, MD 

$151.86 

Bernstein, Jarrod 

Official Business 

New York City, NY 

■IBID9I 

Bernstein, Jarrod 

Program/Site 

New York City, NY 


Bernstein, Jarrod 

Accompanying the Secretary 

New York City, NY 

$373.43 

Bernstein, Jarrod 

Program/Site Visit 

Birmingh^, AL 

$34.26 

Bernstein, Jarrod 

Program/Site Visit 

Chicago, IL 

$626.02 

Bernstein, Jarrod 

Program/Site Visit 

Boston, MA 

$550.38 

Bernstein, Jarrod 

Accompanying the Secretary 

New York City, NY 

$105.48 

Bernstein, Jarrod 

Conference 

San Francisco, CA 

$1,297.13 

Bernstein, Jarrod 

Accompanying the Secretary 

New York City, NY 

$161.43 

Bernstein, Jarrod 

Accompanying the Secretary 

New York City, NY 

$410.63 

Bernstein, Jarrod 

Program/Site Visit 

Chicago, IL 

$9.34 

Bernstein, Jarrod 

Program/Site Visit 

New York City, NY 

$466.53 

Borras, Rafael 

Program/Site Visit 

Emmitsburg, MD 

$158,63 

Borras, Rafael 

Program/Site Visit 

New Orleans, LA 

$966.43 

Borras, Rafael 

Speech/Presentation 

Dayton, OH 

$1,366.20 

Borras, Rafael 

Program/Site Visit 

Tucson, AZ 

$1,061.31 

Borras, Rafael 

Speech/Presentalion 

San Diego, CA 

$1,903.45 

Borras, Rafael 

Speech/Prescnlation 

San Juan & Nav Res Sta, 
PRI 

$1,273.34 

Borras, Rafael 

Conference 

Tarrytown, NY; New 
York City, NY 

$297.28 

Borras, Rafael 

Program/Site Visit 

San Francisco, CA 

$2,003.60 
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Traveler 

Purpose 

Destination 

Expended 

Braun, Jacob H. 

Accompanying the Deputy Secretary 

Berlin, DEU 

$1,866.59 

Braun, Jacob H. 

Conference 

Cuernavaca, MEX; 
Mexico City, D.F., MEX 

$1,550.16 

Braun, Jacob H. 

Official Business 

El Paso, TX 

$1,002.48 

Braun, Jacob H. 

Accompanying Deputy Secretary 

Ottawa, CAN 

$578.81 

Brown, Mary E. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Tel Aviv, ISR; Jerusalem, 
ISR; Tel Aviv, ISR; 
Brussels, BEL 

$5,816.61 

Bruggeman, Nathan A. 

Conference 

Colorado Springs, CO 

1,494.16 

Callahan, Mary Ellen 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Luxembourg, LUX 

$1,020.22 

Callahan, Mary Ellen 

Conference 

Jerusalem, ISR; Vilnius, 
LTU; Riga, LVA; Tallinn, 
EST; Helsinki, FIN 

$8,308.78 

Callahan, Mary Ellen 

Speech/Presentation 

Toronto, CAN 

$249.79 

Callahan, Mary Ellen 

Speech/Presentation 

San Francisco, CA 

$1,216.83 

Callahan, Mary Ellen 

Conference 

Emmitsburg, MD 

$163.43 

Callahan, Mary Ellen 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Brussels, BEL 

$1,939.40 

Callahan, Mary Ellen 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Brussels, BEL 

$1,976.88 

Callahan, Mary Ellen 

Speech/Presentation 

San Francisco, CA; San 
Francisco, CA 

$1,056.95 

Callahan, Mary Ellen 

Conference 

Denver, CO 

$1,636.53 

Callahan, Mary Ellen 

Accompanying the Deputy Secretary 

Brussels, BEL 

$863.75 

Callahan, Mary Ellen 

Speech/Presentation 

New York, NY 

$707.09 

Callahan, Mary Ellen 

Accompanying Deputy Secretary 

Brussels, BEL; Paris, 
FRA 

$1,118.18 

Callahan, Mary Ellen 

Accompanying Deputy Secretary 

Berlin, DEU; Stockholm, 
SWE; Brussels, BEL; The 
Hague, NLD 

$1,495.14 

Callahan, Mary Ellen 

Accompanying Deputy Secretary 

Athens, GRC 

$2,327.07 

Callahan, Mary Ellen 

Official Business 

Winnipeg, CAN 

$940.09 

Callahan, Mary Ellen 


Bucharest, ROU; Sofia, 
BGR 

$3,084.66 

Callahan, Mary Ellen 

Official Business 

Washington, DC 

$104.89 

Callahan, Mary Ellen 


Brussels, BEL 


Callahan, Mary Ellen 

Conference 

Mexico City. D.F., MEX 

$1,531.22 

Casey, Kinsey E. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Luxembourg, LUX 

$4,013.09 

Casey, Kinsey E. 

Advancing the Deputy Secretary 

Berlin, DEU; Rome, ITA; 
Berlin, DEU 

$6,067.43 

Casey, Kinsey E. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Denver, CO 

$1,245.34 

Casey, Kinsey E. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Panama City, PAN 

$2,592.07 

Casey, Kinsey E. 

Advancing the Secretary 

New York, NY 

$391.87 

Casey, Kinsey E. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Chicago, IL; Doha, QAT 

$6,351.66 

Casey, Kinsey E. 

Advancing the Deputy Secretary 

Brussels, BEL; Munich, 
DEU 

$4,113.77 

Casey, Kinsey E. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Dallas, TX 

$729.14 
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Traveier 

Purpose 

Destination 

Expended 

Casey, Kinsey E. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Canberra, AUS; Brisbane, 
AUS 

$4,972.07 

Casey, Kinsey E. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Denver, CO 

$944.68 

Casey, Kinsey E. 

Advancing the Secretary 

El Paso, TX; Los Angeles, 
CA 

$2,379.59 

Casey, Kinsey E. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Budapest, HUN 

$9.34 

Casey, Kinsey E. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Budapest, HUN 

$2,371.19 

Casey, Kinsey E. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Artesia, NM 

$1,178.62 

Casey, Kinsey E. 

Advancing the Secretary 

St. Louis, MO 

$728.11 

Casey, Kinsey E. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Atlanta, GA 

$1,449.26 

Casey, Kinsey E. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Mumbai, IND 

$5,926.92 

Casey, Kinsey E. 

Advancing the Secietary 

Huntington, WV 

$578.59 

Casey, Kinsey E. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Springfield, MO; Joplin, 
MO 

$537.41 

Casey, Kinsey E. 

Advancing the Secretary 

London, GBR 

$7,219.43 

Casey, Kinsey E. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Vienna, AUT 

$4,159.90 

Casey, Kinsey E. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Minot, ND 

$878.19 

Casey, Kinsey E. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Denver, CO; Aspen, CO; 
Denver, CO 

$1,451.52 

Casey, Kinsey E. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Shreveport, LA 

$825.54 

Casey, Kinsey E. 

Advancing the Secretary 

New York, NY 

$314.03 

Casey, Kinsey E. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Charleston, SC; Boston, 
MA 

$2,372.80 

Casey, Kinsey E. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Madison, WI 

$744.67 

Casey, Kinsey E. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Orlando, FL 

$723.80 

Casey, Kinsey E. 

Advancing the Secretary 

New York City, NY; New 
Haven, CT; New York 
City. NY 

$625.85 

Casey, Kinsey E. 

Advancing the Secretary 

New York City, NY; 
Raleigh, NC 

$1,146.58 

Casey, Kinsey E. 

Advancing the Secretary 

New York, NY 

BSIiJXEI 

Casey, Kinsey E. 


Nassau, BHS 


Chandler, Matthew M. 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Lexington, KY; 
Louisville, KY 

$56.47 

Chandler, Matthew M. 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Los Angeles, CA; San 
Diego. CA 

$753.12 

Chandler, Matthew M. 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Denver, CO 

$1,066.39 

Chandler, Matthew M. 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Bangor, ME; Halifax, 
CAN 

$452.74 

Chandler, Matthew M. 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Scottsdale, AZ 

$240.25 

Chandler, Matthew M. 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Tucson, AZ 

$831.79 

Chandler, Matthew M. 

Program/Site Visit 

Tucson, AZ 

$1,051.35 

Chandler, Matthew M. 

Accompanying the Secretary 
Accompanying the Secretary 

El Paso, TX; Dallas, TX 

$1,017.99 

Chandler, Matthew M. 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Brownsville, TX; Key 
West, FL 

$378.18 
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Traveler 

Purpose 

Destination 

Expended 

Chandler, Matthew M. 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Artesia, NM; 
Albuquerque, NM; Los 
Angeles, CA; Oakland, 
CA 

$373.26 

Chandler, Matthew M. 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Atlanta, GA 

$447.61 

Chandler, Matthew M. 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Groton, CT; Albuquerque, 
NM; Las Vegas, NV 

$198.71 

Chandler, Matthew M. 

Official Business 

Winchester, VA 

$78.23 

Chandler, Matthew M. 

Conference 

San Diego, CA 

$1,300.30 

Chandler, Matthew M. 

Accompanying Deputy Secretary 

Bluemont, VA 

$78.23 

Chandler, Matthew M. 

Official Business 

Chicago, IL 

$758.46 

Chandler, Matthew M. 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Phoenix, AZ 

$449.14 

Chandler, Matthew M. 

Official Business 

Boston, MA 

$538.92 

Chandler, Matthew M. 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Denver, CO; Aspen, CO 

$787.18 

Chandler, Matthew M. 

Accompanying the Secretaiy 

New Orleans, LA 

$218.43 

Chandler, Matthew M. 

Conference 

Los Angeles, CA 

$864.67 

Chandler, Matthew M. 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Dallas, TX 

$363.33 

Chandler, Matthew M. 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Hartford, CT 

$390.95 

Chandler, Matthew M. 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Madison, WI 

$196.69 

Chandler, Matthew M. 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Nogales, AZ; Scottsdale, 
AZ; Tucson, AZ 

$634.10 

Chandler, Matthew M. 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Oslo, NOR; Stockholm, 
SWE 

$2,496.02 

Chandler, Matthew M. 

Conference 

Miami, FL 

$934.43 

Chuang, Theodore 

Conference 

Charlottesville, VA 

$618.21 

Chuang, Theodore 

Conference 

Atlanta, GA 

$1,287.37 

Colburn, Christopher 

Accompanying the Secretary 

London, GBR; 
Amsterdam, NLD; 
Brussels, BEL 

$2,678.43 

Colburn, Christopher 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Madrid, ESP; Vienna, 
AUT 

$1,457.18 

Colburn, Christopher 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Albuquerque, NM; 
Winnipeg, CAN 

$527.19 

Colburn, Christopher 

Official Business 

Washington, DC 

$336.90 

Colburn, Christopher 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Orlando, FL 

$197.18 

Colburn, Christopher 

Conference 

Idaho Falls, ID 

$1,881.07 

Colburn, Christopher 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Chicago, IL 

$473.39 

Colburn, Christopher 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Nassau, BHS 

$547.93 

Colburn, Christopher 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Paris, FRA; Doha, QAT; 
Abu Dhabi, ARE 

$3,372.93 

Contreras, January 

Program/Site Visit 

Burlington, VT 

$1,554.50 

Contreras, January 

Speech/Presentation 

Austin, TX; Dallas, TX 

$10.03 

Contreras, January 

Training 

Toronto, CAN 

$1,649.67 

Contreras, January 

Speech/Presentation 

Orlando, FL 

$895.73 

Contreras, January 

Training 

Emmitsburg, MD 

$79.43 

Contreras, January 

Speech/Presentation 

Miami, FL 

$923.14 
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Traveler 

Purpose 

Destination 

Expended 

Contreras, January 

Program/Site Visit 

Albuquerque, NM; Salt 
Lake City, UT 

$2,044.35 

Contreras, January 

Program/Site Visit 

San Antonio, TX 

$965.32 

Contreras, January 

Speech/Presentation 

Newark, NJ 

$1,061.81 

Contreras, January 

Speech/Presentation 

Seattle, WA 

$1,966.49 

Contreras, January 

Speech/Presentation 

Boston, MA 

$850.45 

Contreras, January 

Program/Site Visit 

Phoenix, AZ; Phoenix, 
AZ 

$199.41 

Contreras, January 

Program/Site Visit 

Miami, FL; West Palm 
Beach, FL 

$9.34 

Contreras, January 

Speech/Presentation 

Los Angeles, CA; Dallas, 
TX 

$1,754.57 

Contreras, January 

Program/Site Visit 

Omaha, NE 

$988.01 

Contreras, January 

Speech/Presentation 

Phoenix, AZ; Tucson, AZ; 
Phoenix, AZ 

$1,380.60 

Contreras, January 

Speech/Presenlation 

St. Louis, MO; 
Springfield, MO 

$813.10 

Cooper, Tarrah C. 

Accompanying the Secretary 

New York City, NY 

$796.11 

De Vallance, Brian M. 

Accompanying the Deputy Secretary 

Seattle, WA 

$306.90 

De Vallance, Brian M. 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Luxembourg, LUX 

$1,066.43 

De Vaiiance, Brian M. 

Accompanying Deputy Secretary 

Ottawa, CAN; The Hague, 
NLD; Brussels, BEL 

$865.14 

De Vallance, Brian M. 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Emmitsburg, MD 

$93.93 

De Vallance, Brian M. 

Accompanying the Deputy Secretary 

Ramstein AFB, DEU; 
New Delhi, IND; 
Brussels, BEL 

$1,819.21 

De Vallance, Brian M. 

Accompanying the Deputy Secretary 

London, GBR; Krakow, 
POL; Brussels, BEL 

$37.11 

De Vallance, Brian M. 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Krakow, POL; Brussels, 
BEL 

$2,140.01 

De Vallance, Brian M. 

Accompanying the Deputy Secretary 

Brussels, BEL 


De Vallance, Brian M. 

Accompanying the Deputy Secretary 

Brussels, BEL 

$937.93 

De Vallance, Brian M. 

Accompanying Deputy Secretary 

Key West, FL 

$320.40 

De Vallance, Brian M. 

Accompanying Deputy Secretary 

Burlington, VT; Brussels, 
BEL; Paris, FRA 

$1,215.22 

De Vallance, Brian M. 

Accompanying Deputy Secretary 

Joplin, MO 

$37.93 

De Vallance, Brian M. 

Accompanying Deputy Secretary 

London, GBR; 
Luxembourg, LUX 

$9.34 

De Vallance, Brian M. 

Accompanying Deputy Secretary 

Berlin, DEU; Stockholm, 
SWE; Brussels, BEL; 
Rotterdam, NLD 

$1,500.27 

De Vallance, Brian M. 

Accompanying Deputy Secretary 

Rome, ITA; New Delhi, 
IND; Athens, GRC; 
Lisbon, PRT 

$2,015.16 

De Vaiiance, Brian M. 

Accompanying Deputy Secretary 

New Orleans, LA; 
Mobile, AL 

$79.18 

De Vallance, Brian M. 

Accompanying Deputy Secretary 

New York City, NY 

$899.40 

De Vallance, Brian M. 

Accompanying Deputy Secretary 

Charleston, SC; Newark, 

$110.94 
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Traveler 

Purpose 

Destination 

Expended 



NJ 


De Vallance, Brian M. 

Accompanying Deputy Secretary 

New York City, NY 

$910.29 

De Vallance, Brian M. 

Accompanying Deputy S«;retary 

Paris, FRA; Strasbourg, 
FRA 

$1,984.68 

De Vallance, Brian M. 

Accompanying the Deputy Secretary 

London, GBR; Berlin, 
DEU; Brussels, BEL 

$46.45 

De Vallance, Brian M. 

Accompanying the Deputy Secret^ 

Brussels, BEL 

$634.40 

De Vallance, Brian M. 

Official Business 

London, GBR; Paris, FRA 

$3,059.86 

De Vallance, Brian M. 

Accompanying Deputy Secretary 

London, GBR; Berlin, 
DEU 

$1,446.22 

Delmonico, Timothy J. 

Conference 

El Paso, TX 

$753.50 

Delmonico, Timothy J. 

Conference 

El Paso, TX 

$806.95 

Delmonico, Timothy J. 

Official Business 

Portland, OR 

$1,264.18 

Fetcher, Adam 

Accompanying the Deputy Secretary 

Rome, ITA; Berlin, DEU 

$2,034.83 

Fetcher, Adam 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Boston, MA; Denver, CO 

$299.68 

Fetcher, Adam 

Official Business 

Memphis, TN; Tupelo, 
MS; Huntsville, AL 

$2,035.79 

Fetcher, Adam 

Official Business 

Joplin, MO; Kansas City, 
MO 

$9.34 

Fetcher, Adam 

Official Business 

Joplin, MO; Kansas City, 
MO 

$555.39 

Fong, Ivan K. 

Program/Site Visit 

San Francisco, CA 

$1,005.06 

Fong, Ivan K. 

Speech/Presentation 

Geneva, CHE 

$3,313.22 

Fong, Ivan K. 

Speech/Presentation 

Los Angeles, CA 

$1,385.29 

Fong, Ivan K. 

Conference 

Emmitsburg, MD 

$157.93 

Fong, Ivan K. 

Program/Site Visit/PNR Meeting 

Brussels, BEL 

$3,231.95 

Fong, Ivan K. 

Program/Site Visit 

Brussels, BEL 

$1,507.19 

Fong, Ivan K. 

Program/Site Visit 

Brussels, BEL 

$2,671.51 

Fong, Ivan K. 

Speech/Presentation 

Newark, NJ 

$418.19 

Fong, Ivan K. 

Program/Site Visit 

Brussels, BEL 

$1,567.38 

Fong, Ivan K. 

Program/Site Visit 

Brussels, BEL 

$1,400.01 

Fong, Ivan K. 

Program/Site Visit 

Brussels, BEL; Paris, 
FRA 

$1,078.36 

Fong, Ivan K. 

Speech/Presentation 

Chicago, IL 

$280.52 

Fong, Ivan K. 

Speech/Presentation 



Fong, Ivan K. 

Speech/Presentation 

Tucson. AZ; Jacksonville, 
FL 

$1,839.64 

Fong, Ivan K. 

Program/Site Visit 

Brussels, BEL 

$586.32 

Fong, Ivan K. 

Speech/Presentation 

Atlanta, GA 

$1,000.73 

Fox, Julia 

Progr^/Site Visit 

Emmitsburg, MD 

$95.93 

Fox, Julia 

Program/Site Visit 

Tucson, AZ 

$1,511.03 

Friedman, Jennifer 

Accompanying the Secretary 

New York, NY 

$94.18 

Friedman, Jennifer 

Training 

Bluemont, VA 

$90.21 

Friedman, Jennifer 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Denver. CO; Aspen, CO 

$760.29 

Friedman, Jennifer 

Accomp^ying the Secretary 

Anniston, AL; Little 
Rock, AR; Glynco, GA 

$216.72 
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Traveler 

Puipose 

Destination 

Expended 

Friedman, Jennifer 

Accompanying the Secretai^ 

Charleston, SC; New 
York, NY; Boston, MA 

$722.95 

Friedman, Jennifer 

Official Business 

Detroit, MI 

$971.88 

Grant, Daniel T. 

Program/Site Visit 

Emmitsburg, MD 

$160.93 

Grant, Daniel T. 

Progr^n/Site Visit 

Atlantic City, NJ 

$23.93 

GrosS'Davis, Leslie M. 

Program/Site Visit 

Jackson, MS; Huntsville, 
AL; Birmingham, AL; 
Jackson, MS 

$1,906.06 

Grossman, Jordan 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Colorado Springs, CO; 
Denver, CO 

$714.33 

Grossman, Jordan 

Advancing the Secretary 

Birmingham, AL; Muscle 
Shoals, AL 

$1,001.14 

Grossman, Seth 

Program/Site Visit 

Trenton, NJ 

$211.93 

Grossman, Seth 

Program/Site Visit 

Boston, MA; Springfield, 
IL 

$2,426.70 

Grossman, Seth 

Training 

Chicago, IL 

$1,136.47 

Grossman, Seth 

Conference 

Carlsbad, CA 

$1,586.09 

Grossman, Seth 

Program/Sile Visit 

Denver, CO 

$807.72 

Guliani, Neema S. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Abu Dhabi, ARE 

$7,475.51 

Hadziselimovic, Dina 

Advancing the Secretary 

Panama City, PAN 

$2,545.74 

Hadziselimovic, Dina 

Advancing the Secretary 

Doha, QAT 

$5,920.52 

Hadziselimovic, Dina 

Advancing the Secretary 

Las Vegas, NV; Las 
Vegas. NV 

$562.33 

Hadziselimovic, Dina 

Advancing the Secretary 

Brussels, BEL 

$3,304.46 

Hadziselimovic, Dina 

Advancing the Secretary 

New Orleans, LA 

$1,488.73 

Hadziselimovic, Dina 

Advancing the Secretary 

Little Rock, AR 

$845.31 

Hadziselimovic, Dina 

Advancing the Secretary 

Norfolk, VA; Elizabeth 
City, NC; Manteo, NC; 
Norfolk, VA; Dallas, TX; 
Chicago, IL 

$2,026.66 

Hadziselimovic, Dina 

Advancing the Secretary 

Boston, MA 

$734.62 

Hadziselimovic, Dina 

Advancing the Secretary 

Houston, TX; Springfield, 
MO; Joplin, MO; 
Springfield, MO 

$2,192.41 

Hadziselimovic, Dina 

Advancing the Secretary 

Chicago, IL 

$989.11 

Hadziselimovic, Dina 

Advancing the Secretary 

Stockholm, SWE 

$4,717.33 

Hadziselimovic, Dina 

Advancing the Secretary 

Paris, FRA 

$5,784.12 

Hannah, Tracy D. 

Speech/Presentation 

Dallas, TX 

$1,481.89 

Hannah, Tracy D. 

Program/Site Visit 

New Orleans, LA 

$1,281.05 

Hannah, Tracy D. 

Speech/Presentation 

Detroit, MI 

$987.17 

Hannah, Tracy D. 

Official Business 

Lisbon, PRT; Accra, 
GHA; Monrovia, LBR; 
Stuttgart, DEU 

$5,118.77 

Hannah, Tracy D. 

Conference 

Anaheim, CA 

$1,651.57 

Hannah, Tracy D. 

Program/Site Visit 

Key West, FL 

$1,656.34 

Hannah, Tracy D. 

Program/Site Visit 

San Francisco, CA 

$1,855.22 
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Traveler 

Purpose 

Destination 

Expended 

Hannah, Tracy D. 

Program/Site Visit 

El Paso, TX; Tucson, AZ 

$2,043.23 

Hannah, Tracy D. 

Conference 

Miami, FL 

$9.34 

Hannah, Tracy D. 

Conference 

Chicago, IL; Baltimore, 
MD, 

$2,075.92 

Harper, Daniel J. 

Program/Site Visit 

Brunswick, GA 

$1,029.66 

Harper, Daniel J. 

Conference 

Miami, FL 

$903.66 

Harper, Daniel J. 

Conference 

San Antonio, TX 

$1,536.96 

Hartman, Katrina 

Advancing the Secretary 

Sydney, AUS 

$37.11 

Hartman, Katrina 

Advancing the Secretary 

Key West, FL; Key West, 
FL 

$1,736,39 

Hartman, Katrina 

Advancing the Secretary 

Berkeley, CA; San 
Francisco, CA 

$1,706.53 

Hartman, Katrina 

Advancing the Secretary 

New Delhi, IND 

$5,342.57 

Heller, Jacob N. 

Accompanying Deputy Secretary 

Ottawa, CAN; Rotterdam, 
NLD; Brussels, BEL 

$872.68 

Heller, Jacob N. 

Accompanying the Deputy Secretary 

Brussels, BEL 

$3,232.28 

Heller, Jacob N. 

Accompanying the Deputy Secretary 

Brussels, BEL 

$3,617.08 

Heller, Jacob N. 

Accompanying the Deputy Secretaiy' 

Brussels, BEL 

$468.21 

Heller, Jacob N. 

Accompanying the Deputy Secretary 

Brussels, BEL 

$851.03 

Heller, Jacob N. 

Accompanying Deputy Secretary 

Burlington, VT; Brussels, 
BEL; Paris, FRA 

$1,130.65 

Heller, Jacob N. 

Accompanying Deputy Secretary 

London, GBR; 
Luxembourg, LUX 

$9.34 

Heller, Jacob N. 

Accompanying Deputy Secretary 

Rome, ITA; New Delhi, 
IND; Athens, GRC; 
Lisbon, PRT 

$2,113.02 

Helmrick-Blossom, Kellyn 

Advancing the Secretary 

Trenton, NJ 

$284.93 

Heyman, David 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Stockholm, SWE 


Heyman, David 

Accompanying the Deputy Secretary 

Rome, ITA; Berlin, DEU; 
Budapest. HUN 

$4,764.81 

Heyman, David 

Accompanying Deputy Secretary 

Brussels, BEL 

$966.58 

Heyman, David 

Program/Site Visit 

Madrid, Spain 

$2,537.81 

Heyman, David 

Accompanying the Deputy Secretary 

Brussels, BEL; 


Heyman, David 

Accompanying the Deputy Secretary 

Brussels, BEL 

$2475,77 

Heyman, David 

Accompanying the Deputy Secretary 

Brussels, BEL 

$967.93 

f leyman, David 

Conference 

Sydney, AUS 

$4,007.83 

Heyman, David 

Accompanying Deputy Secretary 

Paris, FRA 

$1,224.54 

Heyman, David 

Conference 

Berlin, Germany 

$3,743.47 

Heyman, David 

Accompanying Deputy Secretary 

Ottawa, CAN; Berlin, 
DEU; Stockholm, SWE; 
Brussels, BEL; 
Rotterdam, NLD 

$7,288,43 
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Traveler 

Parp<»e 

Destination 

Expended 

Heyman, David 

Accompanying Deputy Secretary 

Rome, ITA; New Delhi, 
IND; Singapore, SGP; 

$6,405.08 

Heyman, David 

Conference 

San Francisco, CA 

$811.39 

Heyman, David 

Program/Site Visit 

New York, NY 

$295.83 

Heyman, David 

Accompanying The Deputy 

Strasbourg, FRA 

$1,986.12 

Heyman, David 

Accompanying the Deputy Secretary 

Berlin, DEU; Brussels, 
BEL 

$74.22 

Heyman, David 

Speech/Presentation 

Toronto, CAN 

$1,364.38 

Hill, Alice 

Speech/Presentation 

Cincinnati, OH 

$1,124.65 

Hill, Alice 

Conference 

San Francisco, CA 

$627.35 

Hill, Alice 

Conference 

Tampa, FL 

$737.31 

Hill, Alice 

Conference 

Emmitsburg, MD 

$185.93 

Hill, Alice 

Conference 

Chicago, IL 

$581.17 

Hill, Alice 

Program/Site Visit 

Burlington, VT 

$1,132.17 

Hill, Alice 

Conference 

Phoenix, AZ 

$948.40 

Hill, Alice 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Boston, MA; Denver, CO 

$253.68 

Hill, Alice 

Speech/Presentation 

Los Angeles, CA 

$826.09 

Hill, Alice 

Conference 

San Francisco, CA 

$1,021.56 

Hill, Alice 

Accompanying the Secretary 

New London, CT; 
Albuquerque, NM 

$217.46 

Hill, Alice 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Mumbai, I.ND 

$1,936.37 

Hill, Alice 

Speech/Presentation 

Boston, MA; Chicago, IL 

$951.99 

Hill, Alice 

Accompanying the Secretary 

New York, NY; Seattle, 
WA; Anchorage, AK 

$1,617.95 

Hill, Alice 

Official Business 

Los Angeles, CA 

$812.12 

Hill, Alice 

Speech/Presentation 

Newark, NJ 

$31.93 

Hill, Alice 

Conference 

Taipei, TWN 

$3,296.04 

Himmel, Chloe 

Official Business 

Destin, FL 

$1,388.16 

Hoeizie, Jennifer 

Speech/Presentation 

Local Expense 

$31.76 

Hoelzle, Jennifer 

Speech/Presentation 

New Castle, DE; 
Annapolis, MD, 

$219.44 

Hoelzle, Jennifer 

Official Business 

Denver, CO 


Houser, Jason P. 

Program/Site Visit 

Albany, NY; Hartford, 
CT; Boston, MA 

$1,512.09 

Houser, Jason P. 

Conference 

Denver. CO 

$1,105.63 

Johnston, Jennifer E. 

Accompanying the Secretary 

7’renton, NJ 

$382.68 

Kayyem, Juliette 

Conference 

Boston, MA 

$811.52 

Kayyem, Juliette 

Speech/Presentation 

Boston, MA 

$709.95 

Kelly, Lauren M. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Charleston, SC; Orlando, 
FL 

$3,138.60 

Kelly, Lauren M. 

Advancing the Secretary 

New York City, NY 

$191.84 

Kelly, Lauren M. 

Advancing Deputy Secretary 

Mexico City, D.F., MEX 

$3,297.91 

Kelly, Lauren M. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Emmitsburg, MD 

$95.93 

Kelly, Lauren M. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Brussels, BEL 

$2,511.99 

Kelly, Lauren M. 

Advancing the Secretary 

El Paso, TX 

$764.80 
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Traveler 

I^irptMse 

Destination 

Expended 

Kelly, Lauren M. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Birmingham, AL; Tupelo, 
MS; Birmingham, AL 

$1,258.76 

Kieismeier, Lauren 

Conference 

Madison, Wi 

$853.71 

Kim, Leezie 

Conference 

Los Angeles, CA 

$1,507.41 

Kroloff, Noah 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Panama City, PAN; 
Mexico City, D.F., MEX 

$683.84 

Kioloff, Noah 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Emmitsburg, MD 

$95.93 

Kroloff, Noah 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Phoenix, AZ 

$821.43 

Kroloff, Noah 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Kabul, AFG; Doha, QAT; 
Jerusalem, ISR; Brussels, 
BEL 

$2,120.24 

Kroloff, Noah 

Official Business 

Doha, QAT 

$5,082.04 

Kroloff, Noah 

Official Business 

San Diego, CA; Phoenix, 
AZ; El Paso, TX; Austin, 
TX 

$1,872.72 

Kroloff, Noah 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Artesia, NM; 
Albuquerque, NM; Santa 
Fe, NM; Albuquerque, 
NM; Phoenix, AZ; Los 
Angeles, CA 

$599.03 

Kroloff, Noah 

Accompanying the Secretary 

London, GBR; 
Amsterdam, NLD; 
Brussels, BEL 

$3,169.60 

Kroloff, Noah 

Accompanying the Secretary 

New York City, NY; 
Boston, MA 

$943.69 

Kroloff, Noah 

Accompanying the Secretary 

New York, NY 

$394.69 

Kroloff, Noah 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Chicago, IL 

$653.43 

Kroloff, Noah 

Official Business 

New York City, NY 

$1,040.69 

Kroloff, Noah 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Paris, FRA; Doha, QAT; 
Abu Dhabi, ARE; Dubai, 
ARE 

$3,367.68 

Kuban, Sara A. 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Dallas, TX 

$1,611.84 

Kuban, Sara A. 

Conference 

Denver, CO 

$777.11 

Kuban, Sara A. 

Official Business 

Indianapolis, IN 

$1,944.08 

Larossa, Connie 

Conference 

Denver, CO 

$1,241.47 

Ledbetter, Andrew C. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Newark, NJ 

$1,470.82 

Lesko, Max 

Advancing the Secretary 

London, GBR; Kabul, 
AFG; Doha, OAT 

$3,661.51 

Lute, Jane H. 

Speech/Presentation 

Seattle, WA 

$277.90 

Lute, Jane H. 

Conference 

Luxembourg, LUX 

$1,000.94 

Lute, Jane H. 

Conference 

Berlin, DEU 

$1,352.86 

Lute, Jane H. 

Program/Site Visit 

Ottawa, CAN; The Hague, 
NLD; Brussels, BEL 

$843.18 

Lute, Jane H. 

Conference 

Emmitsburg, MD 

$95.93 

Lute, Jane H. 

Conference 

New York City, NY 

$756.42 
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Traveler 

Purpf)se 

Destination 

Expended 

Lute, Jane H. 

Conference 

Ramstein AFB, DEU; 
New Delhi, IND; 
Brussels, BEL 

$1,813.78 

Lute, Jane H. 

Conference 

London, GBR; Krakow, 
POL; Brussels, BEL 

$37.11 

Lute, Jane H. 

Official Business 

Krakow, POL; Brussels, 
BEL 

$2,056.78 

Lute, Jane H. 

Conference 

Brussels, BEL 

$481.93 

Lute, Jane H. 

Conference 

Brussels, BEL 

$861.93 

Lute, Jane H. 

Program/Site Visit 

Key West, FL 

$281.56 

Lute, Jane H. 

Speech/Presentation 

Burlington, VT; Brussels, 
BEL; Paris, FRA 

$1,244.18 

Lute, Jane H. 

Conference 

London, GBR; 
Luxembourg, LUX 

$9.34 

Lute, Jane H. 

Conference 

Berlin, DEU; Stockholm, 
SWE; Brussels, BEL; 
Rotterdam, NLD 

$1,469.68 

Lute, Jane H. 

Conference 

Rome, ITA; New Delhi, 
IND; Athens, GRC; 
Lisbon, PRT 

$2,342.93 

Lute, Jane H. 

Speech/Presentation 

Aspen, CO; Denver, CO 

$2,974.96 

Lute, Jane H. 

Speech/Presentation 

Aspen, CO; Denver, CO 

$9.34 

Lute, Jane H. 

Speech/Presentation 

New Orleans, LA; 
Mobile, AL 

$50.18 

Lute, Jane H. 

Program/Site Visit 

New York City, NY 


Lute, Jane H. 

Official Business 

Charleston, SC; Newark, 
NJ 

$91.94 

Lute, Jane H. 

Speech/Presentation 

London, GBR; Oxford, 
GBR 

$4,395.46 

Lute, Jane H. 

Conference 

New York City, NY 

$931.29 

Lute, Jane H. 

Conference 

Paris, FRA; Strasbourg, 
FRA 

$1,918.68 

Lute, Jane H. 

Conference 

London, GBR; Berlin, 
DEU; Brussels, BEL 

$46.45 

Lute, Jane H. 

Conference 

Brussels, BEL 

$551.43 

Lute, Jane H. 

Official Business 

London, GBR; Paris, FRA 

$3,378.26 

Lute, Jane H. 

Official Business 

London, GBR; Berlin, 
DEU 

$1,495.22 

Markey, Betsy 

Conference 

Denver, CO; Denver, CO 

$690.91 

Markey, Betsy 

Official Business 

El Paso, TX 

$1,247.77 

Markey, Betsy 

Official Business 

Los Angeles, CA; San 
Diego, CA 

$1,005.13 

Markey, Betsy 

Official Business 

Birmingham, AL 

$874.90 

Markey, Betsy 

Conference 

Green Bay, WI 

$541.47 

Markey, Betsy 

Official Business 

Wenatchee, WA; Denver, 
CO 

$1,430.59 






138 


Traveler 
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Markey, Betsy 

Conference 

Austin, TX; Waco, TX; 
Denver, CO; Denver, CO 

$1,111.47 

Markey, Betsy 

Conference 

Denver, CO; San 
Francisco, CA; San Jose, 
CA 

$1,181.01 

Markey, Betsy 

Program/Site Visit 

Denver, CO; Fort Collins, 
CO; Colorado Springs, 
CO 

$764.68 

Markey, Betsy 

Conference 

Sait Lake City, UT 

$1,399.53 

Markey, Betsy 

Conference 

El Paso, TX 

$757.76 

Markey, Betsy 

Speech/Presentation 

Tallahassee, FL; Denver, 
CO 

$1,399.95 

Markey, Betsy 

Program/Site Visit 

Charlotte, NC 

$761.68 

Markey, Betsy 

Program/Site Visit 

New York City, NY; San 
Diego, CA 

$1,629.49 

Markey, Betsy 

Conference 

Detroit, MI 

$454.87 

Markey, Betsy 

Program/Site Visit 

Denver, CO 

$753.05 

Markey, Betsy 

Conference 

Portland, OR; Des 
Moines, lA 

$2,076.68 

Markey, Betsy 

Speech/Presentation 

Burlington, VT 

$1,456.93 

Markey, Betsy 

Speech/Presentation 

Miami, FL 

$924.43 

Martin, David A. 

Speech/Presentation 

New Haven, CT ; New 
York City, NY 

$575.23 

Martin, David A. 

Program/Site Visit 

Washington, DC; 
Charlottesville, VA 

$577.16 

Martin, David A. 

Program/Site Visit 

Washington, DC; 
Charlottesville, VA 

$388.27 

Martin, David A. 

Program/Site Visit 

Arlington, VA; 
Charlottesville, VA 

$361.99 

McCullough, Victoria 

Advancing the Secretary 

Nashville, TN 

$390.56 

McCullough, Victoria 

Official Business 

New Orleans, LA 

$971.15 

McCullough, Victoria 

Official Business 

Atlanta, GA 

$43.60 

Mcgaw, Bridger E. 

Speech/Presentation 

Dallas, TX 

$1,282.62 

Mcgaw, Bridger E. 

Conference 

San Francisco, CA 

$1,462.57 

Mcgaw, Bridger E. 

Program/Site Visit 

Sacramento, CA; Chevy 
Chase, MD, 

$9.34 

McNamara, Philip A. 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Charleston, SC 

$964.03 

McNamara, Philip A. 

Conference 

Emmitsburg, MD 

$160.93 

McNamara, Philip A. 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Rome, ITA; Mumbai, 
IND; New Delhi, IND; 
Rome, ITA 

$2,163.71 

McNamara, Philip A. 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Colorado Springs, CO 

$568.47 

McQuillan, Patrick 

Official Business 

Minneapolis, MN 

$752.63 

McQuillan, Patrick 

Conference 

Savannah, GA 

$903.31 

McQuillan, Patrick 

Conference 

Tucson, AZ 

$1,181.08 

McQuillan, Patrick 

Conference 

Columbus, OH 

$749.51 
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Michaelidis, Gregory 

Conference 

New York, NY 

$601.76 

Michaelidis, Gregory 

Official Business 

Bluemont, VA 

$110.43 

Napoiitano, Janet A. 

Official Business 

Charleston, SC; New 
York City, NY 

$224.06 

Napolitano, Janet A. 

Official Business 

Albuquerque, NM; 
Colorado Springs, CO; 
Denver, CO 

$507.94 

Napoiitano, Janet A. 

Official Business 

Bangor, ME; Halifax, 
CAN 

$189.32 

Napolitano, Janet A. 

Official Business 

Lisbon, PRT 

$315.44 

Napoiitano, Janet A. 

Official Business 

Panama City, PAN; 
Mexico City, D.F., MEX 

$503.35 

Napolitano, Janet A. 

Official Business 

Kabul, AFG; Doha, QAT; 
Jerusalem, ISR; Brussels, 
BEL 

$1,747.82 

Napolitano, Janet A. 

Official Business 

London, GBR 

$525.13 

Napolitano, Janet A. 

Official Business 

Brownsville, TX; Key 
West, FL 

$1,194.94 

Napolitano, Janet A. 

Official Business 

Boston, MA; Denver, CO 

$253.68 

Napolitano, Janet A. 

Official Business 

El Paso, TX; 
Albuquerque, NM; 
Phoenix, AZ; Danville, 
CA; Los Angeles, CA 

$306.24 

Napolitano, Janet A. 

Official Business 

Budapest, HUN 

$656.12 

Napolitano, Janet A. 

Official Business 

Manhattan, NY 

$362.49 

Napolitano, Janet A. 

Official Business 

Artesia, NM; 
Albuquerque, NM; 
Coronado, CA; Phoenix, 
AZ; Los Angeles, CA; 
San Francisco, CA 

$92,93 

Napolitano, Janet A. 

Official Business 

Atlanta, GA 

wEssm 

Napolitano, Janet A. 

Official Business 

New London, CT; 
Albuquerque, NM; Las 
Vegas, NV 

$78.18 

Napolitano, Janet A. 

Official Business 

Mumbai, IND; New 
Delhi, IND 

$1,924.49 

Napolitano, Janet A. 

Official Business 

London, GBR; 
Amsterdam, NLD; 
Brussels, BEL 

$675.95 

Napolitano, Janet A. 

Official Business 

Madrid, ESP; Vienna, 
AUT 

$1,223.17 

Napolitano, Janet A. 

Official Business 

Incline Village, NV; 
Aspen, CO 

$201.66 

Napolitano, Janet A. 

Official Business 

New York City, NY 

$82.43 

Napolitano, Janet A. 

Official Business 

New Orleans, LA; Bossier 
City, LA 

$208.08 

Napolitano, Janet A. 

Official Business 

Albuquerque, NM; 
Winnipeg, CAN 

$72.43 
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Napolitano, Janet A. 

Official Business 

Anniston, AL; Little 
Rock, AR; Glynco, GA 

$154.72 

NapoJitano, Janet A. 

Official Business 

New York City, NY; 
Boston, MA 

$669.95 

Napolitano, Janet A. 

Official Business 

Madison, WI 

$175.99 

Napolitano, Janet A. 

Official Business 

Houston, TX; College 
Station, TX; Orlando, FL; 
New York, NY 

$95.18 

Napolitano, Janet A. 

Official Business 

New Haven, CT; 
Ypsiianti, MI 

$124.43 

Napolitano, Janet A. 

Official Business 

Albuquerque, NM; 
Chicago, IL 

$325.69 

Napolitano, Janet A. 

Official Business 

Nogales, AZ; Phoenix, 
AZ 

$233.04 

Napolitano, Janet A. 

Official Business 

Nassau, BHS 

$332.30 

Napolitano, Janet A. 

Official Business 

Bologna, ITA; Oslo, 
NOR; Stockholm, SWE 

$1,201.75 

Napolitano, Janet A. 

Official Business 

Paris, FRA; Doha, QAT; 
Abu Dhabi, ARE; Dubai, 
ARE 

$1,672.46 

Neal, Jeffrey R. 

Training 

St. Michaels, MD 

$187.68 

Neal, Jeffrey R. 

Official Business 

Atlanta, GA 

$9.34 

Neal, Jeffrey R. 

Conference 

Atlanta, GA 

$482.25 

Neal, Jeffrey R. 

Conference Veterans 

Shepherdstown, WV 

$241.63 

O’Connor, Kimberly 

Conference 

Orlando, FL 

$1,629.67 

O’Connor, Kimberly 

Speech/Presentation 

Palm Springs, CA 

$2,306.05 

O’Connor, Kimberly 

Program/Site Visit 

El Paso, TX 

$984.71 

Olavarria, Esther M. 

Conference 

Washington, DC 

wiHmiVii 

Olavarria, Esther M. 

Official Business 

Fort Lauderdale, FL 

$341.89 i 

Olavarria, Esther M. 

Official Business 

Washington, DC 


Olavarria. Esther M. 

Official Business 

Washington, DC 


Olavarria, Esther M. 

Speech/Presentation 

Washington, DC 


Olavarria, Esther M. 

Conference 

Orlando, FL 


Olavarria, Esther M. 

Conference 


$870.17 

Olavarria, Esther M. 

Official Business 

Washington, DC 

$1,103.42 

Olavarria, Esther M. 

Official Business 

Washington, DC 

$910.17 

Olavarria, Esther M. 

Official Business 

Washington, DC 

$1,348.68 

Olavarria, Esther M. 

Official Business 

Washington, DC 

$864.43 

Olavarria, Esther M. 

Speech/Presentation 

Chicago, IL 

$954.43 

Olavarria, Esther M. 

Conference 

Washington, DC 

$34.26 

Olavarria, Esther M. 

Official Business 

Washington, DC 

$1,014.17 

Olavarria, Esther M. 

Conference 

Las Vegas, NV 

$457.38 

Olavarria, Esther M. 

Conference 

Miami, FL 

$358.22 

Olavarria, Esther M. 

Conference 

Washington, DC 

$1,024.92 

Olavarria, Esther M. 

Official Business 

Miami, FL 

$324.97 

Ortman, Christopher J. 

Official Business 

Denver, CO; Idaho Falls, 

$9.34 
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Traveler 

Purpose 

Destination 

Expended 



ID 


Ortman, Christopher J. 

Official Business 

Idaho Fails, ID 

$1,588.27 

Ortman, Christopher J. 

Official Business 

Chicago, IL 

$750.32 

Ortman, Christopher J. 

Official Business 

Brussels, BEL 

$2,693.87 

Ortman, Christopher J. 

Official Business 

Idaho Falls, ID 

$1,823.34 

Ossowski, Timothy 

Official Business 

Indianapolis, IN 

$745.11 

Page, Abigail A. 

Advancing the Secretory 

Louisville, KY, 
Lexington, KY 

$889.72 

Page, Abigail A. 

Advancing the Secretary 

San Antonio, TX 

$10.03 

Page, Abigail A. 

Advancing the Secretory 

San Diego, CA 

$1,360.71 

Page, Abigail A. 

Advancing the Secretory 

Providence, RI; New 
London, CT; Providence, 
RI 

$1,009.78 

Page, Abigail A. 

Advancing the Secretary 

New York City, NY 

$874.13 

Page, Abigail A. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Halifax, CAN 

$1,933.61 

Page, Abigail A. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Lisbon, PRT 

$4,088.17 

Page, Abigail A. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Mexico City, D.F., MEX 

$3,376.76 

Page, Abigail A. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Phoenix, AZ; Tucson, AZ 

$1,387.04 

Page, Abigail A. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Tel Aviv, ISR; Jerusalem, 
ISR; Tel Aviv, ISR; 
Brussels, BEL 

$5,643.35 

Page, Abigail A. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Tucson, AZ 

$1,140.22 

Page, Abigail A. 

Advancing the Secretary 

London, GBR; Krakow, 
POL 

$8,450.07 

Page, Abigail A. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Christchurch, NZL 

$4,945.36 

Page, Abigail A. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Harlingen, TX; 
Brownsville, TX; Key 
West, FL 


Page, Abigail A. 

Advancing the Secretary 

New York City, NY 


Page, Abigail A. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Boston, MA, 

$1,389.14 

Page, Abigail A. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Albuquerque, NM 

$1,009.02 

Page, Abigail A. 

Advancing the Secretary 

New York, NY 

$952.25 

Page, Abigail A. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Los Angeles, CA 

$1,462.56 

Page, Abigail A. 

Advancing the Deputy Secretary 

Charlotte, NC 

$719.25 

Page, Abigail A. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Birmingham, AL 

$1,094.18 

Page, Abigail A. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Paris, FRA; Paris, FRA 

$21.27 

Page, Abigail A. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Atlanta, GA; El Paso, TX 

$1,677.54 

Page, Abigail A. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Mumbai, IND 

$5,152.25 

Page, Abigail A. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Indianapolis, IN 

$898.87 

Page, Abigail A. 

Advancing the Secretary 

New York, NY 

$396.69 

Page, Abigail A. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Amsterdam, NLD; 
Brussels, BEL; Madrid, 
ESP 

$10,453.79 

Page, Abigail A. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Tucson, AZ; Phoenix, AZ 

$1,096.21 

Page, Abigail A. 

Advancing the Secretary 

New York City, NY 

$370.98 
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Traveler 

Parp<^e 

Destination 

Expended 

Page, Abigail A. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Winnipeg, CAN 

$1,894.87 

Page, Abigail A. 

Advancing the Secretary 

New York City, NY 

$2,359.41 

Page, Abigail A. 

Advancing ttie S«:retaiy 

New York City, NY 

$303.19 

Page, Abigail A. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Phoenix, AZ; Tucson, AZ; 
Phoenix, AZ 

$1,136.27 

Page, Abigail A. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Bologna, ITA; Oslo, NOR 

$3,693.35 

Page, Abigail A. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Dubai, ARE 

$4,569.38 

Parker, Jalynda 

Training 

Columbia, SC; Raleigh, 
NC 

$1,219.58 

Parker, Jalynda 

Training; provide Privacy training to 
members of the New Jersey and 
Delaware Fusion Centers 

Trenton, NJ 

$564.86 

Parker, Jalynda 

Training 

Lincoln, NE 

$744.81 

Parker, Jalynda 

Sp)eech/Preseniation 

Newark, NJ 

$420.19 

Parker, Jalynda 

Training 

Jackson, MS; Gulfport, 
MS 

$983.34 

Parker, Jalynda 

Training 

Denver. CO 

$512.41 

Peacock, Nelson 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Providence, RI; 
Baltimore, MD 

$287.25 

Peacock, Nelson 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Emmitsburg, MD 

$159.93 

Peacock, Nelson 

Accompanying the Secretary 

New Orleans, LA 

$218.43 

Peacock, Nelson 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Birmingham, AL; Little 
Rock, AR; Glynco, GA 

$99.68 

Pluta, Scott 

Training 

Brunswick, GA 

$861.73 

Pressman, David J. 

Accompanying Deputy Secretary 

London, GBR; Brussels, 
BEL; Berlin, DEU 

$1,496.22 

Quijas, Louis F. 

Conference 

Long Beach, CA 

$2,179.15 

Quijas, Louis F. 

Conference 

Salt Lake City, UT 

$1,872.59 

Quijas, Louis F. 

Conference 

Phoenix, AZ 

$9.34 

Quijas, Louis F. 

Conference 

Las Vegas. NV; Yuma, 
AZ; Dallas, TX 

$2,640.32 

Quijas, L.ouis F. 

Conference 

Mackinac Island, MI 

MWEMwarll 

Quijas, Louis F. 

Speech/Presentation 

Norfolk, VA 

$632.71 1 


Speech/Presentation 

Chicago, IL 


Quijas, Louis F. 

Official Business 

Laredo, TX 

$2,022.07 

Quijas, Louis F. 

Official Business 

Blacksburg, VA 

$250.61 

Quijas, Louis F. 

Speech/Presentalion 

Orlando, FL; Brunswick, 
GA 

$1,436.82 

Ramanathan, Sue 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Emmitsburg, MD 

$118.93 

Ramanathan, Sue 

Accompanying the Deputy Secretary 

Ramstein AFB, DEU; 
New Delhi, IND; 
Brussels, BEL 

$1,905.84 

Ramanathan, Sue 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Mumbai, IND; New 
Delhi, TND 

$1,744.76 

Ramanathan, Sue 

Accompanying Deputy Secretary 

Rome, ITA; New Delhi, 
IND; Athens, GRC; 
Lisbon, PRT 

$2,073.12 
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Traveler 

Purpose 

Destination 

Expended 

Saad, Fayrouz 

Official Busings 

Dearborn, Ml 

$699.86 

Saad, Fayrouz 

Official Business 

Los Angeles, CA 

$991.69 

Saad, Fayrouz 

Official Business 

Chicago, IL; Detroit, MI 

$497.92 

Saad, Fayrouz 

Training 

Savannah, GA 

$872.56 

Saad, Fayrouz 

Official Business 

Detroit, MI 

$865.50 

Saad, Fayrouz 

Official Business 

Atlanta, GA 

$558.83 

Saad, Fayrouz 

Conference 

Detroit, MI 

$914.19 

Sandweg, John R. 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Charleston, SC 

$965.24 

Sandweg, John R. 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Bangor, ME; Halifax, 
CAN 

$442.02 

Sandweg, John R. 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Emmitsburg, MD 

$95.93 

Sandweg, John R. 

Accompanying the Secretary 

London, GBR 

$1,174.45 

Sandweg, John R. 

Accompanying the Secretary 

El Paso, TX; Dallas, TX 

$34.26 

Sandweg, John R. 

Official Business 

Phoenix, AZ 

$472.85 

Sandweg, John R. 

Official Business 

Boston, MA; Springfield, 
IL 

$2,050.98 

Sandweg, John R. 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Madrid, ESP; Vienna, 
AUT 

$1,441.52 

Sandweg, John R. 

AccomjKinying the Secretary 

Phoenix, AZ; San Diego, 
CA 

$464.92 

Sandweg, John R. 

Training 

Chicago, IL; San Diego, 
CA; San Diego, CA 

$738.14 

Sandweg, John R. 

Conference 

Phoenix, AZ; Carlsbad, 
CA 

$2,343.70 

Sandweg, John R. 

Conference 

San Diego, CA; San 
Francisco, CA 

$43.60 

Sandweg, John R. 

Program/Site Visit 

Denver, CO 

$882.87 

Schlanger, Margo J. 

Speech/Presentation 

Boston, MA 

■19^1 

Schlanger, Margo J. 

Conference 

Seattle, WA 

ItilWilillil 

Schlanger, Margo J. 

Conference 

Geneva, CHE 

$3,677.22 

Schlanger, Margo J. 

Conference 

Emmitsburg, MD 

$77.43 

Schlanger, Margo J. 

Program/Site Visit 

Detroit, MI 

$714.97 

Schlanger, Margo J. 

Speech/Presentation 

New Haven, CT 

$11.93 

Schlanger, Margo J. 

Program/Site Visit 

Detroit, MI 

$532.67 

Schlanger, Margo J. 

Program/Site Visit 



Schlanger, Margo J. 

Speech/Presentation 

Chicago, IL; Detroit, MI 

$367.67 

Schlanger, Margo J. 

Conference 

Los Angeles, CA 

$777.49 

Schlanger, Margo J. 

Conference 

Detroit, MI 

$502.67 

Schlanger, Margo J. 

Conference 

Springfield, IL 

$866.97 

Schlanger, Margo J. 

Speech/Presentation 

Los Angeles, CA 

$663.45 

Schlanger, Margo J. 

Conference 

Miami, FL; San Antonio, 
TX 

$2,024.09 

Schlanger, Margo J. 

Conference 

Chicago, IL 

$288.67 

Schlanger, Margo J. 

Conference 

Atlanta, GA 

$1,139.67 

Schlanger, Margo J. 

Conference 

Boston, MA; New York 
City, NY 

$666.41 
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Traveler 

Purpose 

Destination 

Expended 

Schlanger, Margo J. 

Official Business 

Detroit, MI 

$858.17 

Schlanger, Margo J. 

Official Bt^iness 

Chicago, IL; Detroit, MI 

$299.67 

Schlanger, Margo J. 

Speech/Presentation 

Atlanta, GA; Detroit, MI 

$568.55 

Schlanger. Margo J. 

Program/Site Visit 

Harlingen, TX 

$1,482.02 

Sharp, Rebecca 

Conference 

Orlando, FL 

$1,040.23 

Sharp, Rebecca 

Conference 

Dearborn, MI 

$802.44 

Sharp, Rebecca 

Conference 

Los Angeles, CA 

$42.86 

Sharp, Rebecca 

Conference 

Denver, CO 

$1,655.38 

Sharp, Rebecca 

Conference 

Denver, CO 

$9.34 

Sharp, Rebecca 

Conference 

Denver, CO 

$925.33 

Sharp, Rebecca 

Official Business 

New York City, NY 

$1,138.49 

Sharp, Rebecca 

Program/Site Visit 

Tucson, AZ 

$831.43 

Sharp, Rebecca 

Official Business 

Dallas, TX 

$1,178.17 

Sharp, Rebecca 

Program/Site Visit 

; Chicago, fL 

$1,471.83 

Sheehy, Kathleen 

Advancing the Secretary 

New York City, NY 

$750.53 

Shlossman, Amy 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Los Angeles, CA 

$475.18 

Shlossman, Amy 

Program/Site Visit 

Emmitsburg, MD 

$160.93 

Shlossman, Amy 

Program/Site Visit 

Nairobi, Ken 

$6,338.24 

Shlossman, Amy 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Harlingen, TX; Key West, 
FL 

$829.56 

Shlossman, Amy 

Accompanying the Secretary 

El Paso, TX; 
Albuquerque, NM; Los 
Angeles, CA 

$706.17 

Shlossman, Amy 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Budapest, HUN 

$804.43 

Shlossman, Amy 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Atlanta, GA 

$487.61 

Shlossman, Amy 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Madrid, ESP; Vienna. 
AUT 

$1,451.52 

Shlossman, Amy 

Accompanying the Secretary 

New Orleans, LA 

■E3QEEi| 

Shlossman, Amy 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Scottsdale, AZ 


Shlossman, Amy 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Bologna, ITA; Oslo, 
NOR; Stockholm, SWE 

$701.48 

Silver, Mariko 

Conference 

Emmitsburg, MD 

$170.93 

Silver, Mariko 

Program/Site Visit 

Mexico City 

$2,954.08 

Silver, Mariko 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Halifax, Nova Scotia 

$816.33 

Silver, Mariko 

Official Business 

Kuala Lumpur; China 

$9,397.28 

Silver, Mariko 

Program/Site Visit 

Mexico City 

$3,367.34 

Silver, Mariko 

Accompanying the Deputy Secretary 

New Delhi, India; 
Brussels; Belgium 

$5,011.60 

Silver, Mariko 

Conference 

Colorado Springs, CO 

$970.41 

Silver, Mariko 

Conference 

Lisbon, Portugal 

$2,057.34 

Silver, Mariko 

Official Business 

Ottawa, Canada 

$2,328.50 

Silver, Mariko 

Conference 

Guatemala City, 
Guatemala 

$1,288.31 

Silver, Mariko 

Official Business 

Albuquerque ,New 
Mexico 

$1,053.95 

Silver, Mariko 

Official Business 

Winnipeg, Canada 

$1,315.66 
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Purpose 

Destination 

Expended 

Silver, Mariko 

Conference 

New York City, All 
Borough City, New York 

$1,568.37 

Silver, Mariko 

Conference 

Christchurch, New 
Zealand; Sydney; 
Canberra, Australia 

$7,861.72 

Silver, Mariko 

Conference 

San Francisco, CA 

$1,575.29 

Silverthome, Jonathan 

Conference 

Guatemala City, GTM 

$1,223.59 

Simmons, Caroline 

Conference 

Kabul, AFG 

$4,036.91 

Simmons, Caroline 

Conference 

Tampa, FL 

$696.67 

Simmons, Caroline 

Conference 

Tampa, FL 

$960.92 

Simmons, Caroline 

Program/Site Visit 

Kabul, AFG 

$3,228.34 

Smith, Douglas A. 

Speech/Presentation 

Orlando, FL 

$1,021.94 

Smith, Douglas A. 

Speech/Presentation 

Las Vegas, NV 

$1,098.65 

Smith, Douglas A. 

Speech/Presentation 

Vancouver, CAN 

$1,294.50 

Smith, Douglas A. 

Program/Site Visit 

Orlando, FL 

$422.67 

Smith, Douglas A. 

Program/Site Visit 

Atlanta, GA 

$404.67 

Smith, Douglas A. 

Program/Site Visit 

Emmitsburg, MD 

$160.93 

Smith, Douglas A. 

Program/Site Visit 

Paris, FRA; London, 
GBR; Salt Lake City, UT 

$6,602.40 

Smith, Douglas A. 

Conference 

San Francisco, CA 

$597.17 

Smith, Douglas A. 

Conference 

London, England 

$7,222.47 

Smith, Douglas A. 

Program/Site Visit 

San Diego, CA 

$1,084.66 

Smith, Douglas A. 

Conference 

Istanbul, TUR 

$2,250.84 

Smith, Douglas A. 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Los Angeles, CA; Los 
Angeles, CA 

$726.07 

Smith, Douglas A. 

Conference 

Montebello, CAN 

$3,888.79 

Smith, Douglas A. 

Speech/Presentation 

New York City, NY 

$872.26 

Smith, Douglas A. 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Las Vegas, NV; Las 
Vegas, NV 

$711.63 

Smith, Douglas A. 

Conference 

San Francisco, CA 

$2,225.01 

Smith. Douglas A. 

Program/Site Visit 

Miami. FL 

$888.89 

Smith, Douglas A. 

Accompanying the Secretary 

New York City, NY 

$259.67 

Smith, Douglas A. 

Accompanying Deputy Secretary 

Rotterdam, NLD 

$1,548.91 

Smith, Douglas A. 

Conference 

Chicago, IL 

$1,477.83 

Smith, Douglas A. 

Speech/Presentation 

Boston, MA 

$295.59 

Smith, Douglas A. 

Program/Site Visit 

Portland, OR 

$1,426.06 

Smith, Douglas A. 

Speech/Presentation 

Metropark, NJ 

$306.19 

Smith, Douglas A. 

Program/Site Visit 

Detroit. MI 

$941.01 

Smith, Douglas A. 

Accompanying the Deputy Secretary 

Brussels, BEL 

$548.43 

Smith, Douglas A. 

Speech/Presentation 

Ottawa, CAN 

$1,110.57 

Smith, Douglas A. 

Speech/Presentation 

London, GBR 

$2,830.98 

Smith, Douglas A. 

Program/Site Visit 

Virginia Beach, VA 

$395.15 

Smith, Douglas A. 

Conference 

New York City, New 
York 

$399.67 












146 


Traveler 
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Smith, Sean 

ConferetKje 

Birmingham, AL 

$769.37 

Smith, Sean 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Panama City, PAN; 
Mexico City, D.F., MEX 

$710.46 

Smith, Sean 

Accompanying the Secretary 

New York, NY 

$229.19 

Smith, Sean 

Conference 

Emmitsburg, MD 

$95.93 

Smith, Sean 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Dublin, IRL; Kabul, AFG; 
Doha, QAT; Amman, 
JOR; Tel Aviv, ISR; 
Brussels, BEL 

$2,123.63 

Smith, Sean 

Accompanying the Secretary 

London, GBR 

$1,208.93 

Smith, Sean 

Official Business 

Monterey, CA; Burbank, 
CA 

$34.26 

Smith, Sean 

Speech/Presentation 

Monterey, CA; Burbank, 
CA 

$3,828.89 

Smith, Sean 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Albuquerque, NM; Los 
Angeles, CA 

$1,413.95 

Smith, Sean 

Accompanying the Secretary 

New York, NY 

$330.43 

Snyder, Nathaniel L. 

Conference SLLE 

Detroit, MI 

$753.78 

Snyder, Nathaniel L. 

Conference 

Los Angeles, CA 

$1,213.05 

Snyder, Nathaniel L. 

Conference 

Chicago, IL 

$691.82 

Snyder, Nathaniel L. 

Conference 

Minneapolis, MN 

$2,222.84 

Snyder, Nathaniel L. 

Conference 

Birmingham, GBR 

$9.34 

Snyder, Nathaniel L. 

Conference 

Birmingham, GBR 

$91.13 

Snyder, Nathaniel L. 

Conference 

Savannah, GA 

$1,097.07 

Snyder, Nathaniel L. 

Conference 

Berlin, DEU 

$3,950.70 

Snyder, Nathaniel L. 

Conference 

Columbus, OH 

$1,581.09 

Snyder, Nathaniel L. 

Conference 

Brussels, BEL 

$2,698.77 

Spires, Richard A. 

Conference 

Williamsburg, VA 

$657.62 

Spires, Richard A. 

Program/Site Visit 

Richmond, VA 

$132.93 

Spires, Richard A. 

Conference 

Las Vegas. NV 

$1,876.67 

Spires, Richard A. 

Speech/Presentation 

Orlando. FL 

$2,207.59 

Spires, Richard A. 

Program/Site Visit 

Seattle, WA 

$1,965.01 

Spires, Richard A. 

Conference 


OBSESS 

Spires, Richard A. 


Ottawa, CAN 

$2,921.44 1 

Spires, Richard A. 

Conference 



Spires, Richard A. 

Conference 



Spires, Richard A. 

Conference 

Williamsburg, VA 

$365.57 

Stevens, Clark 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Providence, Rl 

$187.25 

Stroud, Michael 

Program/Site Visit 

Hartford, CT; Boston, MA 

$1,475.23 

Stroud, Michael 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Emmitsburg, MD 

$226.93 

Stroud, Michael 

Program/Site Visit 

Boston, MA 

$280.67 

Stroud, Michael 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Houston, TX 

$277.58 

Stupak, Philip M. 

Accompanying Deputy Secretary 

Key West, FL 

$367.56 

Stupak, Philip M. 

Accompanying Deputy Secretary 

Berlin, DEU; Stockholm, 
SWE; Brussels, BEL; The 
Hague, NLD; Rotterdam, 
NLD 

$1,507.86 

Wexier, Rebecca K. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Colorado Springs, CO 

$874.57 
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Puipose 
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Wexler, Rebecca K. 

Advancing the Secretary 

Dubai, ARE 

$4,504.i2 

Williams, Grayling G. 

Conference 

Stuttgart, DEU 

$3,920.29 

Williams, Grayling G. 

Conference 

Orlando, FL 

$2,253.86 

Williams, Grayling G. 

Accompanying the Secretary 

Emmitsburg, MD 

$131.93 

Williams, Grayling G. 

Conference 

Boston, MA 

$828.09 

Williams, Grayling G. 

Conference 

El Paso, TX 

$705.14 

Williams, Grayling G. 

Conference 

Denver, CO 

$943.61 

Williams, Grayling G. 

Speech/Presentation 

Phoenix, AZ 

$1,464.34 

Williams, Grayling G. 

Program/Site Visit 

Key West, FL 

$1,101.91 

Williams, Grayling G. 

Program/Site Visit 

Phoenix, AZ 

$362.97 

Williams, Grayling G. 

Conference 

Lexington, KY 

$2,246.81 

Williams, Grayling G. 

Program/Site Visit 

San Francisco, CA 

$2,179.04 

Williams, Grayling G. 

Program/Site Visit 

Detroit, MI 

$1,529.24 

Williams, Grayling G. 

Conference 

Chicago, IL 

$1,760.69 

Wright, Jacquenetta 

Conference 

Emmitsburg, MD 

$165.93 


Question: Using the format provided last year, please identify for the Immediate Office of the Secretary and 
the Immediate Office of the Deputy Secretary, any base funding in the fiscal year 20 1 3 request for costs to 
reimburse other government entities for the use of their own planes for travel by the Secretary and Deputy 
Secretary. Please identify the funding in the base for reimbursement in fiscal year 201 1 and anticipated for 
fiscal year 2012. 

ANSWER: 



FY 2011 

FY 2012 * 

FY 2013 Anticipated j 

Secretary 

$2,169,000 

$652,000 

$1,304,000 1 

Deputy Secretary 

$909,000 

$165,000 

$330,000 


(* Denotes obligated amount as of February 15, 2012) 


In support of the travel for the Secretary and Deputy Secretary, DHS uses planes from the U.S. Coast Guard, 
MilAir, and FAA. 

The FY 201 1 base funding for Immediate Office of the Secretary and Immediate Office of the Deputy Secretary 
reflects actual costs for reimbursement of government aircraft usage. The FY 2012 base funding reflects the 
obligated amounts to date. 


Contracts 


Question: Please provide a list of the sole source contracts executed by OSEM, USM, CIO and CFO in 201 1 . 
Organize the list by contractor, purpose, dollar award, full performance value, contract start date, contract end 
date, and reason for issuing a sole-source contract. 

ANSWER: The following tables lists the sole source contracts executed by OSEM, USM, CIO and CFO in 

2011. 
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Reason For Sole 
Source 

Authorized by 
statute 

Authorized by 
statute 

Authorized by 
statute 

Authorized by 
statute 

Authorized by 
statute 

Only one source 

Only one source 

Authorized by 
statute 

Only one source 

Contract 
End Date 

10/17/2011 

9/29/2013 

(N 

o 

O 

8/20/2012 

8/6/2012 

9/29/2012 

11/7/2015 

12/15/2010 

2/11/2011 

Contract 
Start Date 

4/14/201 1 

9/30/2011 

9/30/2011 

3/22/2011 

8/7/2011 

9/30/2011 

11/5/2010 

11/8/2010 

IlOZ/U/l 

Full 

Performance 

Value 

$183,468.99 

$3,281,058.48 

$149,990.40 

$74,987.20 

$1,267,178.00 

$496,928.00 

$125,000.00 

$95,226.46 

$5,000.00 

Dollar 

Award 

$123,882.11 

$1,567,117.68 

$149,990.40 

$74,987.20 

$1,267,178,00 

$496,928.00 

$25,000.00 

$95,226.46 

$5,000.00 

Purpose 

Graphic design and 
marketing support 
services 

Ciose-out contract 
support 

Accountable property 
services 

Administrative 
support services 

Transit subsidy 
Smartrip benefits 

Post-apprehension 
survey of illegal 
immigrants for DHS, 
Office of Policy, 

Office of 

Statistics 

Federal human 
capital collaborative 
membership 

Human resources 
consulting services 

Unicor office and 
classroom training 
furniture for the 
acquisition workforce 
training learning and 
development center 

Bronze-level 
sponsorehip at 

Contractor 

Information 
Experts, Inc 

Jab Innovative 
Solutions, LLC 

Logistics 

Systems 

Incorporated 

Gap Solutions 
Incorporated 

Washington 
Metropolitan 
Area Transit 
Authority 

University of 
Arizona 

Partnership For 
Public Service, 
Inc. 

Federal Prison 
Industries Inc 

Community 

Anti-Drug 
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Reason For Sole 
Source 


Only one source 

Micro purchase 
threshold 

Authorized by 
statute 

Authorized by 
statute 

Authorized by 
statute 

Only one source 

Only one source 

Contract 
End Date 


12/14/201 1 

12/15/2011 

11/28/2011 

12/9/2011 

(N 

0 

Cvl 

c? 

8/16/2012 

8/16/2012 

Contract 
Start Date 


9/12/2011 

9/12/2011 

9/20/2011 

9/20/2011 

9/23/201 1 

2/16/2011 

6/24/2011 

Full 

Performance 

Value 


$4,215.00 

$1,854.00 

$89,798.24 

$99,995.84 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

00 

$1,580,940.00 

$254,172.00 

Dollar 

Award 


$4,215.00 

$1,854.00 

$89,798.24 

$99,995.84 

$84,000.00 

$1,580,940.00 

$254,172.00 

Purpose 

OLA 

Tap tuition payment 
for approved SF 182 
training for Janeen 
Guest 

Tap tuition payment 
for approved SF 1 82 
training for William 
Mallison 

Furniture for OCSO 

Furniture at the 
L'Enfant plaza 
location for OCSO 
Identity Management 
Division 

SharePoint arm build 
out support services 

Provide distributed 
computing platform 
service for identified 
DHS websites via a 
globally deployed 
network 

Provide engineering 
and professional 
^rvices to the 
HQ/OCIO/Enterprise 
System Development 
Office for DHS Web 
sites and applications 
deployment onto 
Akamai platform 

Contractor 


Howard 

University, 

Inc. 

Virginia Tech 
Alumni 
Association- 
National 
Capital Region 

Federal Prison 
Industries Inc 

Govsoiutions, 

Inc. 

Intelligent 
Fiscal Optimal 
Solutions LLC 

Akamai 

Technologies 

Inc 

Akamai 

Technologies 

Inc 
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Question: Please provide for the record a list of all OSEM, USM, CIO and CFO contracts, grants and other 
transactions where work is performed outside of the United States. Organize by contractor, purpose, dollar 
award, lull performance value, as well as contract start and end date. 

ANSWER.* There was one contract where work was perfonned outside the United States, for OCIO. It was 
determined that Chronos Technology Limited the only source who could provide this equipment. 


CONTRACTOR/ 

COUNTRY 

PURPOSE 

DOLLAR 

AWARD 

FULL 

PERFORMANCE 

VALUE 

START 

DATE 

END 

DATE 

Chronos 
Technology 
Limited, England 

Purchase of 5 
GPS LI 
Interference 
monitors 

$4,722.15 

$4,722.15 

Feb 16, 
2012 

April 15 
2012 


Reception and Representation 

Question: Please provide a summary chart that shows the amount of reception and representation expenses 
provided to each DHS agency in fiscal years 201 1 and 2012 and requested in fiscal year 2013. Please also 
include a table that displays what each agency spent for reception and representation in fiscal year 2011, and 
how much funding has been obligated to date in fiscal year 2012, and an explanation for each expenditure. 

ANSWER: Below are summary tables that show the amount of reception and representation expenses for each 
DHS Component in fiscal years 201 1, 2012 and amounts requested in fiscal year 2013. 


Department of Homeland Security 

Official Reception and Representation Expenses 

Fiscal Years 2011, 2012 and 2013 

Component 

FY 2011 
Appropriated 

FV2012 

Appropriated 

FY 2013 
President's 

Rea nest 

Office of the Secretary & Executive Management 

$ 60,000 

$ 51,000 

$ 51,000 

Office of the Under Secretary for Management 

3,000 

2,500 

2,500 

Analysis and Operations 

5,000 

4,250 

4,250 

Customs and Border Protection 

45,000 

38,250 

38,250 

Immigration and Customs Enforcement 

15,000 

12,750 

12,750 

Transportation Security Administration* 

14,119 

10,640 

8,500 

United States Coast Guard 

20,000 

17,000 

17,000 

United States Secret Service 

25,000 



National Protection and Programs Directorate 

5,000 

4,250 

4,250 

Office of Health Affairs 

3,000 

2.500 

2,500 

Federal Emergency Management Agency 

3,000 

2,500 

2,500 

Federal Law Enforcement Training Center 

12,000 

10,200 

10,200 

Science and Technology 

10,000 

8,500 

8,500 

Domestic Nuclear Detection Office 

3,000 

2,500 

2,500 

Total 

$223,119 

$188,090 

$185,950 


*Piease note that TSA receives 2-year ftinds. Thus, TSA’s totals include $4,1 19 carried over from FY 2010 into 
FY 201 1, and $2,140 carried over from FY 201 1 into FY 2012, in addition to the amounts appropriated for 
those years. 
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Department of Homeland Security 

Official Reception and Representation Expenses 

Fiscal Year 2011 

Component 

FY2011 

Appropriated 

FY 2011 Actual 
Obligations 

FY 2011 Actual 
Expenditures 

Office of the Secretary & Executive Management 

$ 60,000 

$ 42,498 

$ 41,704 

Office of the Under Secretary for Management 

3,000 

- 

- 

Analysis and Operations 

5,000 

1,257 

848 

Customs and Border Protection 

45,000 

44,721 

44,721 

Immigration and Customs Enforcement 

15,000 

14,247 

14,247 

Transportation Security Administration** 

14,119 

10,973 

10,973 

United States Coast Guard 

20,000 

19,792 

19,792 

United States Secret Service 

25,000 

19,680 

19,680 

National Protection and Programs Directorate 

5,000 

2,122 

2,122 

Office of Health Affairs 

3,000 

- 


Federal Emergency Management Agency 

3,000 

2,074 

2,074 

Federal Law Enforcement Training Center 

12,000 

3,651 

3,651 

Science and Technology 

10,000 

8,769 

8,766 

Domestic Nuclear Detection Office 

3,000 

2,156 

2,156 

Total 

$223,119 

$171,940 

$170,734 


**Piease note that TSA receives 2-year funds. Thus, TSA’s total included $4,119 carried over from FY 2010 
into FY 201 1 , in addition to the amounts appropriated for FY 201 1 . 


Department of Homeland Security 

Ofllciai Reception and Representation Expenses 

Fiscal Year 2012 (as of December 31, 2011) 

Component 

FY 2012 
Appropriated 

Obligations 
as of 12/31/11 

Expenditures 
as of 12/31/11 

Office of the Secretary & Executive Management 

$ 51,000 

$ 7,699 

$ 6,152 

Office of the Under Secretary for Management 

2,500 


- 

Analysis and Operations 

4,250 

- 

- 

Customs and Border Protection 

38,250 

10.437 

8,587 

Immigration and Customs Enforcement 

12,750 

3,528 

504 

Transportation Security Administration*** 

10,640 

825 

825 

United States Coast Guard 

17,000 

2.066 

2,066 

United States Secret Service 

21,250 

2,341 

2,341 

National Protection and Programs Directorate 

4,250 

312 

312 

Office of Health Affairs 

2,500 

.. 

- 

Federal Emergency Management Agency 

2,500 

- 

- 

Federal Law Enforcement Training Center 

10,200 

580 

240 

Science and Technology 

8,500 

927 

927 

Domestic Nuclear Detection Office 

2.500 

- 

- 

Total 

$188,090 

$28,715 

$21,954 


***Piease note that TSA receives 2-year funds. Thus, TSA’s total include $2,140 carried over from FY 201 1 
into FY 2012, in addition to the amounts appropriated for FY 2012. 
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Department of Homeland Security 

Official Reception and Representation Obligations and Expenditures in Ist Qtr FY 2012 by Component 

As of December 31 , 201 1 

Office of the Secretary and Executive Management ($51,000 appropriated) I 

Expenditures 
as of December 
31, 2011 
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Department of Homeland Security 

OfTicial Reception and Representation Obligations and Expenditures in 1st Qtr FY 2012 by Component 

As of December 31, 201 1 

Customs and Border Protection ($38,250 appropriated) I 

Expenditures 
as of December 
31,2011 

$1,697 

00 

rn 

$82 

$0 

$135 

$233 

$0 

$500 

o 

$1,364 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$220 

o 

Obligations as 
of December 
31, 2011 

Os 

8H‘1$ 

00 

$250 

$135 

$233 

$1,100 

O 

o 

HA 

$407 

$1,364 

$150 

$200 

$150 

$220 

o 

Description of Items Purchased 

Dinner 

Dinner 

Lunch 

Dinner 

Breakfast 

o 

c 

3 

U 

Breakfast/dinner 

Reception 

Reception 

Lunch 

Dinner 

Dinner 

Lunch 

Dinner 

Supplies 

Purpose of Event 

Meals and 
refreshments 

Meals and 
refreshments 

Meals and 
refreshments 

Meals and 
refreshments 

Meals and 
refreshments 

Meals and 
refreshments 

Meals and 
refreshments 

Meals and 
refreshments 

Meals and 
refreshments 

Meals and 
refreshments 

Meals and 
refreshments 

Meals and 
refreshments 

Meals mid 
refreshments 

Meals and 
refreshments 

Mementos 

Date of 
Event 

10/12/20! I 

10/17/2011 

10/12/2011 

10/5/201 1 

10/23/2011 

10/27/2011 

— o 
o CJ 

Ci ^ 

— r5 

12/6/2011 

12/9/2011 

12/12/2011 

12/11/2011 

12/12/2011 

12/13/2011 

12/13/2011 

12/7/2011 

Name of Event{s) 

Commissioner meeting with 
Brazilian Minister of Foreign 
Relations 

Commissioner meeting with 
President and other officials 
from CBSA 

Commissioner meeting with 
delegation from Brazil 

Commissioner hosted dinner 
with Mexican Official 

International Chief of Police 
Conference - French Officials 

Immigration Advisory Program 
visited by Qatar delegation 

2-Day Rules Conferences 
hosted by CBP and attended by 
Abu Dhabi Officials 

LEWG, Rome, Italy 

LEWG, Ottawa, Canada 

Meeting with Russian 

Delegation 

Commissioner meeting with 
President of Canada Border 
Services Agency 

Commissioner meeting with 
Canada delegation 

Commissioner meeting with 
Canada Delegation 

C 1 Meeting with Canada 
Delegation 

Protocol supplies 
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Financial Management System Modernization 

Question: The request calls for implementation of a new core financial management systems at FEMA in 
FY 2013, for which $6.7 million is requested. Please provide some narrative and financial detail regarding the 
plan to complete the new FEMA system, showing current timelines and major milestones, and total project 
funding by fiscal year. 

ANSWER: The current request of $6.7 million was predicated on requirements to complete FEMA migration 
to a new financial system. Since this request, FEMA’s systems have significantly degraded, with the system 
environment becoming increasing unstable. The system instability presents the risk of not being able to support 
FEMA operations until the migration is complete without modernizing the current system infrastructure. 
Subsequently, FEMA’s Integrated Financial Management Information System (IFMIS) will likely not remain 
stable for the anticipated 18 month implementation of a new solution. Therefore, DHS plans to provide FEMA 
$1.5 million from currently available CFO financial systems modernization funds, to first perform a technology 
refresh to mitigate current performance issues and ensure a stable technical baseline for the future transition. 

The technology refresh investment will extend the financial management solution lifecycle by approximately 3 
years, during which time FEMA can proceed with a new core financial management system solution. 

The additional $6.7 million is required to fund continued critical Components financial management system 
modernization efforts along with business intelligence and data standardization efforts. 

Question: In addition, what are the next Components who are in the “queue” for such modernization, and what 
is your estimate for the cost for remaining modernization projects? 

ANSWER: DHS is moving forward with financial management system modernization at Components with the 
greatest need, continuing to work with FEMA, USCG, and ICE, and assisting other Components to explore their 
path forward for financial management system sustainment, upgrades or modernization. 

DHS HQ focus for financial management system efforts is to: 

-Prioritize system sustainment and upgrade activities 

-Improve Department financial management incrementally by implementing core financial fimctions 
and adding additional commodities over time in smaller burst through agile development and 
deployment 

-Increase data accuracy, transparency, and portability 
-Increase business intelligence capabilities 

Currently FEMA has completed an Alternatives Analysis and is upgrading their IFMIS infrastructure to 
stabilize the system for a near term solution. DHS will provide $ 1 .5 million to fund the FEMA stabilization 
effort. FEMA will continue to define their financial management system requirements with an expected 3 to 5 
year forecast for a new system implementation. 

The USCG has completed an Alternatives Analysis and is evaluating additional options to develop a path 
forward, with work planned for FY 2012 and FY 2013. ICE has completed a Capability Assessment and is 
working on finalizing their Alternatives Analysis. DHS HQ is working closely with both Components as they 
move forward with their efforts and is assisting all Components as they begin the planning process. 

DHS-Widc Audit 


Question: Please provide the status of a clean, unqualified audit of the DHS budget to be conducted by an 
independent party. 

ANSWER: In November 2011, the Department of Homeland Security earned a qualified opinion on its 
FY 201 1 Consolidated Balance Sheet and Statement of Custodial Activity. This significant milestone 
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positioned the Department to pursue a full scope audit. In FY 2012, the Office of the Inspector General is 
expanding its audit to include the Statements of Budgetary Resources, Net Cost, and Changes in Net Position, 
bringing DHS closer to achieving a full scope audit while continuing to increase transparency and 
accountability for the Department’s resources. Throu^ targeted risk management activities and corrective 
action plans, DHS will continue to progress toward our ultimate goal of a clean opinion on all financial 
statements. 

We are committed to continuing to strengthen and mattire financial management across the Department to 
ensure strong stewardship of the resources entrusted to us and to improving the systems and processes used for 
all aspects of financial management to demonstrate the highest level of accountability and transparency. 

Working Capital Fund 

Question: The fiscal year 2013 request proposes language to make the Working Capital Fund permanent in 
fiscal year 2013 and thereafter. Please explain the rationale for this proposed change in law. 

ANSWER: The language in the Congressional Justification is incorrect. The President’s budget does not 
propose permanent authorization for the Working Capital Fund. 

Question: The request reflects that data center migration and enterprise operation will be funded through the 
Working Capital Fund. Please describe the efficiencies and operational benefits gained through using this 
mechanism, as compared with the current method of funding and management. 

ANSWER: Currently, DHS Components pay for their recurring enterprise data center operations and 
maintenance costs using Interagency Agreements. The Working Capital Fund (WCF) mechanism provides a 
significantly more efficient means of managing the collection of service charges for a DHS-wide service such as 
data center operations. The use of Interagency Agreements for billing and processing of the large number of 
incoming payments is substantially more time consuming and places on-time payment of vendors at risk. The 
repositioning of Components’ data center operations and maintenance payments into the WCF does not increase 
their costs. Additionally, the WCF facilitates more effective budgeting, ensuring that customers know their 
estimated data center charges two years in advance through the Resource Allocation Plan process. 

Traditionally, data center migrations have been funded using the WCF mechanism and the Department 
continues this practice in the FY 2013 Budget request. 

Question: The FY 2013 request proposes to fund HSPD-12 centrally through the WCF - and each Component 
has requested funds for that purpose. Those costs should be offset by savings within each Component's Office 
of Security - since these responsibilities are being consolidated. Please provide a listing by Component of the 
offsetting savings for FY 2013. 

ANSWER: The table below lists by Component of the offsetting savings for FY 2013. 


Component 

FY 2012 Planned 
Collection (lAA) 

FY 2013 

President’s Budget 

Delta 

CBP 

$7,040,268 

$5,567,558 

{$1,472,710) 

FLETC 

316,900 

314.243 

(2,657) 

ICE 

3,569,789 

4,127,389 

557,600 

ISA 

7,124,782 

5,699,637 

(1,425,145) 

FEMA 

1,738,196 

2,073,656 

335,460 

NPPD/Direct 

125,482 

396,554 

271,073 

OHA 

24,346 

21,272 

(3,073) 

OPS and I&A 

216,068 

173,354 

(42,714) 
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Component 

FY 2012 Planned 
Collection (lAA) 

FY 2013 

President’s Budget 

Delta 

OIG 

68,371 

78,104 

9,734 

S&T 

141,002 

100,091 

(40,911) 

DNDO 

37,432 

29,369 

(8,063) 

USCG 

0 

8,811 

8,811 

USCIS 

2,278,554 

1,805,767 

(472,787) 

usss 

977,480 

764,852 

(212,628) 

NPPD - Visit 

105,397 

82,470 

(22,927) 

FPS 

132,887 

1,318,409 

1,185,522 

DHS - HQ 

484,784 

438,464 

(46,319) 

Total 

$24,381,738 

$23,000,000 

($1,381,738) 


In FY 2012, the OCSO will continue to provide HSPD-12 related services via Inter-agency Agreements (lAAs) 
to DHS Components in support of implementation efforts for card issuance. Beginning in F Y 20 1 3, the HSPD- 
12 will transition into the Working Capital Fund (WCF) as It moves forward into the operations and 
maintenance phase of the program lifecycle. This is in direct support of Permanent Card Issuance Facilities 
(PCIF) management activities. The HSPD-12 program variance in costs from FY 2012 to FY 2013 can be 
attributed to the reduction of costs being billed through the WCF for Integrated Security Management System 
(ISMS) services, increases in HSPD-12 infrastructure costs for ICE and FEMA, and the number of NPPD, OIG, 
and FPS identities in the Identity Management System (IDMS). 

Question: Contractors who support multiple DHS Components are currently vetted separately by every 
Component and are issued multiple HSPD-12 badges. Not only does this result in unnecessary time and costs by 
the Component Offices of Security making separate clearance and suitability determinations, but also 
significant additional costs under the contracts - lost productivity while the customer and contractor wait for 
contract staff to be cleared, paid time in duplicative badging processes, and paid time in duplicative security 
training sessions. Will consolidation in the WCF eliminate this waste of time and money by the government and 
private sector? If not, why not? 

ANSWER: 

DHS does not make separate security clearance decisions for contractor employees. DHS adheres to the 
National Industrial Security Program/NISPOM which directs the DOD to adjudicate and grant all collateral 
security clearances for contractor employees. For all positions, the sensitivity of the position drives the type of 
investigation that must be accomplished in order for an individual to work for or on behalf of DHS. 
Component/Organizational unique mission, specific laws and statutes, or nexus to certain positions may 
preclude a person from obtaining that position even if they are fit for other assignments. DHS would not 
conduct duplicative investigations on any individual for the very reasons that were brought forth; however, with 
the advent of the Integrated Security Management System (ISMS), DHS has the capability to see if an 
investigation has been completed and is valid. This system eliminates the duplication of effort. DHS has the 
responsibility to ensure that everyone who has access to its facilities and systems is properly vetted. 

The Department is working to streamline the current PIV card issuance process for contactors. DHS is actively 
addressing the issue of contractors with multiple HSPD-12 badges, which involves less than 1 percent, through 
an established working group comprised of representatives from all DHS Components. This working group is 
in the process of drafting a policy that will address these concerns and allow the Department to promulgate this 
policy and administer it through the Working Capital Fund (WCF). The WCF provides the authority to operate 
and maintain centrally administered services that benefit the Department and this consolidation of 
administrative service will provide economies of scale, avoid redundancies, and gain efficiencies for 
acquisition, logistics, and Departmental compliance. 
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Data Center Migration 

Question 28: The FY 20 1 3 request calls for $64,797,000 to complete data center migration for CBP (closing 
their Newington Data Center), TSA (Transportation Threat Assessment and Credentialing facilities) and USCIS 
(Technology Engineering Consolidation Center). Should this funding not be available in fiscal year 2013, what 
would be the cost and operational consequences for these agencies and DHS? 

ANSWER: If FY 2013 funds are not available, both the operational risk and the cost of data center facility 
infrastructure will increase. 

Increased Operational Risk - 

Without the requested funding in FY 2013, DHS will not achieve objectives of the President’s Federal 
Data Center Consolidation Initiative (FDCCl). Using the rack as a measure, we estimate 40% of space 
in the enterprise data centers, at an annual cost of $4 1 million, will still be unoccupied at the beginning 
of FY 2013. Without the requested funding, it will not be possible for DHS to increase rack utilization 
in the enterprise data centers and reduce the overall energy and real estate footprint of legacy data 
centers across the Department. Meanwhile, Component investment in the infrastructure of legacy data 
centers will continue to increase. The FY 2013 migration funds would accelerate enterprise rack 
utilization, and significantly reduce the continued investment by Components in their own standalone 
data center operations. 

Increased Data Center Facility Costs - 

Excluding the cost of the actual IT equipment, some studies have shown that the average industry 
lifetime (10-year) per rack facility cost for standalone data centers is approximately $120K.. The 
DHS enterprise lifetime per rack average cost is $83.6K making the DHS enterprise data centers a cost 
effective facility solution even compared with industry. The OCIO believes it is reasonable to assume 
the facility costs in the legacy standalone Component operated data centers are closer to the $I20K 
industry average. Based on data centers and systems to be migrated in FY 2013, and applying the 
$120K industry average, we estimate a current consumption of 192 total racks and $23 million in 
associated lifetime facility infrastructure spending stalled at legacy data centers if FY 2013 funds are not 
available. If the FY 20 1 3 funds are available, the comparable enterprise lifetime facility infrastructure 
spending for 192 total racks would be approximately $16 million. The DHS enterprise alternative would 
represent as much as a 30% savings to DHS over what we project the Components are currently 
spending. 

In order to maximize cost savings and reduce overall energy and real estate footprint in an expedited manner, 
the Department has chosen to focus on closing its largest remaining data center facilities in FY 2013. As a 
result, four of the largest legacy data centers and more than $79 million in FY 201 1 and FY 2012 are impacted 
by the $64.8 million FY 2013 funds. 

• CBP Newington - The FY 2013 funds would complete migration and permit decommissioning. Over 
$66 million has already been invested ($34.4 million invested in FY 2011, $32.3 million invested in 
FY 2012). Without the $35.7 million planned for FY 2013, CBP Newington will remain open with the 
considerable risk that CBP will continue to invest and increase operations outside the enterprise. 

• USCIS TECC - The FY 2013 funds would complete migration and permit decommissioning. $12.5 
million has already been invested in FY 2012. Without the $16.3 million planned for FY 2013, USCIS 
TECC (Technology Engineering Consolidation Center) will remain open with the considerable risk that 
USCIS will continue to invest and increase operations outside the enterprise. 

• TSA TTAC (Colorado Springs and Annapolis Junction) - The $12.8 million FY 2013 funds would 
initiate and complete migration of TTAC (Transportation Threat Assessment and Credentialing) 
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Colorado Springs and represents more than 50% of the total cost to migrate TSA TTAC. There will be 
an $ 1 1 million balance for ftiture year investment to migrate TTAC Annapolis Junction. Without the 
S12.8 million planned for FY 2013. both TTAC Colorado Springs and TTAC Annapolis Junction will be 
impacted because one cannot close without the other. 

Without the FY 2013 funding, the permanent unoccupied rack space tail will be $35 million annually once all 
funded migrations have been completed (projected to FY 2014) and will grow by inflation in every 
succeeding year. Additionally, the four legacy data centers that will not be decommissioned without the 
FY 2013 funding represent major data center operations for CBP, USCIS and TSA, and without their full 
participation in the enterprise data center solution, DHS cannot meet FDCCI reduced energy, footprint, and cost 
objectives. 

I'he power, cooling, and area requirements of a rack are reasonably well standardized from a facilities standpoint. The amount of IT 
functionality and equipment that can fit in a rack is reasonably well understood from an IT standpoint. This has led to the concept of 
expressing facility infrastructure in terms of racks (including an open frame rack or rack enclosure). 

TCO calculation based on the APC TCO Calculator software ^plication, which is developed and maintained by the Availability 
Science Center of APC2. www.apcc.com/toois/isx/lco The TCO Calculator uses average costs for capital equipment, installation, 
engineering, and operating costs to reflect values based on indusay and site averages. 

Question: With completion of data center migration for CBP, TSA and USCIS, are there remaining data center 
migration efforts required? If so, please indicate agencies, and a timeline with funding required for completion 
of all migration. 

ANSWER: The FY 2013 funds would complete the following consolidation activities for CBP, TSA, and 
USCIS: CBP Newington Data Center, TSA TTAC (Transportation Threat Assessment and Credentialing - 
Colorado Springs facility) and USCIS TECC (Technology Engineering Consolidation Center). CBP's 
Newington Data Center is the final legacy center targeted for consolidation and is planned to be completed by 
the end of FY 2014. Both TSA and USCIS have additional sites scheduled for migration that are not completed 
with FY 2013 funding. In addition, FEMA and USCG require additional funding to complete remaining 
primary site consolidations. The table below shows the remaining funding requirements and timeline to 
complete migration. 


Component 

Project/Task 

Funding 
Required in 
($ millions) 

Planned 

Completion 

USCIS 

Completion of Service Center consolidations (CA, VT, TX, NE, 
MO) and remaining Headquarters activity 

$11.0 

4'" quarter of 

FY 2015 

FEMA 

Completion of Mount Weather facilities (Building B430, 
Information Technology Service Center (ITSC)); National 
Processing Service Center sites (MD and TX); National Capital 
Region Headquarters site 

$18.0 

4'^ quarter of 

FY 2015 

TSA 

Completion of National Traffic Safety Board (NTSB) Ashbum 
site and Transportation Threat Assessment and Credentialing 
(TTAC) - Annapolis Junction Operations Center (AJOC) 

$11.0 

TTAC - 1“ 
quarter of 

FY 2015; NTSB 
- 4'*’ quarter of 
FY2015 

USCG 

Completion of Aviation Logistics Center (Elizabeth City, NC) 

$14.2 

4'" quarter of 

FY 2015 


Total 

SS4.2 
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Information Tecfanoiogv Security 

Question: Through its Information Security and Infi^tructure activities, the Office of the Chief Information 
Officer supports multiple infonnation and data networks for DHS. While all the design is intended to improve 
security from external threats or system failures, and improve performance and connectivity within the 
Department, there will always be a risk of “insider threats” to DHS systems. Please describe the programs and 
efforts in place to assure internal security, with associated funding. 

ANSWER: Protection against the insider threat involves several measures, many similar to those 
recommended for Internet users, such as the use of multiple anti-spyware scanning programs, anti-virus 
programs and firewalls. In addition to these, Data Loss Prevention (DLP) tools and techniques, namely 
peripheral control (e.g. USB thumb drives) and sensors inspecting packet traffic for potentially sensitive data 
(e.g. any packet data with the word SECRET embedded within) are used as well. 

Like DoD and many other government organizations, DHS first attempts to address insider threat through 
background checks (level of rigor commensurate with the level of access needed), in order to identify those who 
may have a significant potential to become a threat. 

The Department also supplements these initial screening efforts with additional layers of security. At the 
technical level, DHS HQ has implemented a comprehensive end-point security suite through a McAfee solution 
where the following capabilities nin on each server, workstation and laptop: 

• Anti-Virus/Spyware- provides signature based spyware/virus detection and prevention 

• Host-based intrusion Detection (HIDS)- provides behavioral based intrusion detection/prevention 

• Hard Disk Encryption- encrypts the entire data resident on each hard drive. Effectively, if the insider 
does not have the password to the disk, they would not be able to access any data 

The following capabilities are also included in this McAfee end point security suite and are planned to be 
implemented across the environment within the next year: 

• Process White listing- provides granular control on exactly what computer processes/services an end 
user is allowed to run 

• Peripheral Control- provides granular control on exactly what types of peripherals (e.g. USB thumb 
drives, removable media, digital cameras, etc) an end user can connect/use 

• Data Loss Prevention- A process that inspects all data exiting a machine looking for sensitive data types 
(Social Security numbers, credit card numbers, information labeled SECRET, etc.) 

At the network layer, the DHS Enterprise has set up two primary Trusted Internet Connections (TICs) whereby 
all traffic to/from the internet is inspected and monitored. Within the TIC are Network Based Intrusion 
Detection Sensors (NIDS), Firewalls and Content Management solutions monitoring and controlling access at 
both the Network and Application Layer. This encompasses all internet traffic to include e-mail to non-DHS e- 
mail addresses. 


Inter-Agency and Intra-Dcpartmental Agreements 

Question: Agencies and Components of the Department have established many relationships with other DHS 
Components and with other departments and entities within the inter-agency community, some under 
established federal arrangements and others informal. To the extent that memoranda of agreement (MOAs), 
memoranda of understanding (MOUs), or other formal agreements have been established within DHS between 
Components and between Components and the interagency (for example, with regard to joint facilities or 
operations, or with regard to establishing jurisdictional boundaries), please list them, with a concise description. 
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This list should be broken out at the Component level and, for each, list relevant agreements ( 1 ) between the 
Component and other DHS entities and (2) between the Component and other departments and agencies. 

ANSWER: Because the list is voluminous, it is being provided to the Committee as an accompanying file. 

Non-Pay and Fuel Inflation 

Question: Please provide the fiscal guidance issued to the Components for non-pay and fuel inflation 
adjustments for fiscal year 2013. If guidance was not issued for non-pay and fuel inflation, please explain the 
rationale. 

ANSWER: Based on OMB’s economic assumptions for the 2013 Budget, 1.7% was the FY 2013 non-pay 
inflation rate assumed by DHS. This increase was offset by DHS Enterprise-wide efficiencies; the net value of 
which is provided in each Component’s congressional justification. DHS issued no separate guidance for fuel 
inflation, due to the extensively cyclical nature of fuel costs and the inability to forecast what fuel costs will be 
two years in advance. DHS is absorbing any increased fuel costs within the standard non-pay inflation funding 
provided. 


ICE - Secure Commupities 


Question: You state that the deployment of Secure Communities was already complete in Arizona and South 
Carolina before Federal lawsuits were filed against those States for their pro-immigration enforcement laws. 
However, the Secure Communities deployment was in fact completed in Arizona after these lawsuits were filed, 
as was the case in Utah. I ask for you to clarify your statement for the record. And again I ask - if you 
deployed Secure Communities in those Stales after the lawsuits were filed, then why is Alabama any different? 
When will Secure Communities be fully deployed in Alabama? 

ANSWER: The critical difference between Alabama and the other states where the U.S. Government is 
challenging a state immigration law is that problematic provisions of the other state laws, which most interfere 
with U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement’s (ICE) ability to enforce immigration law consistent with its 
policies and priorities were enjoined by courts before they went into effect. As a result, in Arizona, South 
Carolina, and Utah, these problematic provisions of the state immigration laws were not in effect when Secure 
Communities was fully deployed. By contrast, in Alabama, these problematic provisions of H.B. 56 were not 
enjoined by a federal court and thus went into effect. 

While Secure Communities is currently active in 37 of 67 Alabama jurisdictions, ICE is not prepared to expand 
Secure Communities in Alabama due to the legal uncertainty surrounding the state immigration law. Unlike 
other state immigration laws that the U.S. Government is currently challenging, two of the most problematic 
provisions of H.B. 56 that most interfere with ICE's ability to enforce immigration law consistent with its 
policies and priorities have not been enjoined by a court and thus are currently in effect. As a result, the 
activation of Secure Communities in the remaining jurisdictions in Alabama poses a unique problem. Still, ICE 
will continue to operate Secure Communities in each of the Alabama jurisdictions where Secure Communities 
has already been activated. Recently, the United States Court of Appeals for the Eleventh Circuit heard an 
appeal of the district court’s decision in the Alabama litigation and thereafter announced that it will not issue a 
ruling on the Federal Government’s legal challenge to H.B. 56 until after the U.S. Supreme Court decides 
Arizona v. United States. 

Secure Communities is currently activated in 37 of Alabama’s 67 jurisdictions. Secure Communities will be 
activated nationwide during FY 2013. 

Question: What is the expected target date when Secure Communities will be fully deployed in all 
jurisdictions nationwide? 
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ANSWER: ICE anticipates full deployment of Secure Communities in all jurisdictions nationwide during 
FY 2013. 


ICE - Detention Beds 


Question: The Administration has very publicly asserted its immigration enforcement focus of criminal alien 
identification and removal. Given this position, how is it possible that your request reduces the number of 
detention beds available to ensure that these dangerous individuals are kept off our streets pending their 
removals? 

ANSWER: Under this Administration, ICE has focused its immigration enforcement efforts on identifying and 
removing criminal aliens and those who fall into the other priority categories: immigration fugitives, repeat 
immigration law violators, and recent border entrants. Funding is provided for 32,800 detention beds in 
FY 2013 for aliens who fail into these categories. As ICE continues working with the Department of Justice to 
focus the immigration docket on criminal and other priority cases, it anticipates reducing the time removable 
aliens spend in detention custody. To ensure the most cost effective use of Federal dollars, the FY 2013 budget 
includes a request for flexibility to reprogram funding between immigration detention and the Alternatives to 
Detention program, commensurate with the level of risk a detainee presents. If needed, ICE could fund over 
34,000 beds through this transfer of money. Consistent with its stated enforcement priorities and recent policy 
guidance, ICE will continue to focus detention and removal resources on those individuals who have criminal 
convictions or fall under other priority categories. For low-risk individuals, ICE will work to enhance the 
effectiveness of Alternatives to Detention, which provides a significantly lower per-day cost than detention. 

Question: In the weekly reports your Department provides to this Subcommittee you have indicated that the 
bed rate for fiscal year 201 1 was 34,276. Yet in your budget request this year, your performance data states that 
the bed rate was only 33,330. How is that discrepancy possible? Were you in compliance with the law in fiscal 
year 2011 or not? 

ANSWER: The Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) measure uses a midnight count 
methodology, which only counts aliens that stay overnight in ICE detention. The midnight count methodology 
does not include aliens held in facilities for only a few hours during the day. The midnight count average daily 
population (ADP) in FY 201 1 was 33,330. The Congressional weekly bed-space report uses a different 
methodology that counts every alien at a facility regardless of whether they stay overnight at the facility. This 
methodology includes aliens that incur costs to ICE yet are held in facilities for only a few hours during the day. 
Based on the Congressional weekly bed-space report created on October 7, 201 1, which was the date of other 
year-end reporting, the ADP using this methodology in FY 201 1 was 34,289. This second measure used in 
preparing the Congressional weekly bed-space report, is a more accurate reflection of ICE’s actual operational 
workload and financial expenditures related to the funding of bed space. ICE is using this second methodology 
because the midnight count methodology misses aliens whose cases ICE manages and pays for bed-space to 
house, but are not present at midnight. While looking for ways to make these measures more consistent, ICE 
maintains both the midnight count for the GPRA and the newer, alternative methodology for the Congressional 
weekly bed-space report. 

Section 1613 of the Full-Year Continuing Appropriations for Fiscal Year 201 1, Pub. L. No. 1 12-10 (201 1), 
required “U.S. Immigration and Cu.stoms Enforcement ... to maintain a level of not fewer than 33,400 
detention beds throughout fiscal year 20 1 1 As noted above in subpart (a) of this answer, the October 7, 201 1 
Congressional weekly bed-space report showed that ICE maintained 34,289 detention beds in FY 2011. The 
methodology for the Congressional weekly bed-space report reflects the numbers of detainees for whom ICE 
must pay, and, thus, is a more accurate reflection of ICE’s actual operational workload and financial 
expenditures related to the funding of bed space. As a result, the Department of Homeland Security is in full 
compliance with the requirements of section 1613 of Pub. L. No. 112-10. 



172 


Question: In fiscal year 2012, the law requires you to maintain no fewer than 34,000 detention beds. What is 
your plan to ensure the mandate is met? 

ANSWER: ICE is currently meeting this mandate of 34,000 beds in FY 2012; 34,975 beds were occupied as of 
March 28, 2012. Through the end of FY 2012, ICE will be participating in a variety of nationwide enforcement 
initiatives including Operation Crosscheck, Criminal Alien Program (CAP) surges, Operation Return to Sender, 
and regional Sex Offender Alien Removal (SOAR) operations to identify priority aliens, particularly criminal 
aliens or aliens who otherwise pose a threat to public safety, subject to detention and removal. 

[Clerk’s Note: The written response to this question is inconsistent with the oral testimony of the 
Secretary on February 15, 2012, before the Subcommittee, as noted in the enclosed transcript, and the 
oral testimony of the Assistant Secretary for Immigration and Customs Enforcement before the 
Subcommittee on March 8, 2012, as noted by the transcript for that hearing. The Department was given 
the opportunity to address the inconsistency and chose to submit the written response, included above. 
For reference, the excerpts from both transcripts are copied below: 

Secretary Napolitano testimony on February 15, 2012: 

Mr. Culberson: ... And the law requires you to maintain no less than 34.000. Why aren't you fulfilling that 
obligation? 

Secretary Napolitano: ...I believe we have the beds available. The question is, do we have the detained 
population at any given moment in time? It goes up and down... 

Mr. Culberson: You don 't need the capacity? 

Secretary Napolitano: Right now, yes. Today, as / sit here before you, we have enough beds to handle the 
detained population. 

Mr. Culberson: You don ’t need that extra capacity? 

Secretary’ Napolitano: I think that is another way to put it, yes. 

Assistant Secretary Morton’s testimony on March 8, 2012: 

You are right; we are at 32, 200 as of last week. That is below our mandate. Just so we are clear, 1 view it as a 
mandate ...We have seasonal variation. The heavy months of illegal immigration along the southwest border 
are yet to occur. So I think you will see our bed rate go up pretty significantly. And lam more than happy to 
make sure that we are reporting on this every week and that we are doing everything we can to meet the 
mandate. | 


Coast Guard - Mission Needs Statement 


Question: in the hearing, the Secretary noted the current mission needs statement for the Co^t Guard was 
drafted in 2004 and has not been updated. Is the Department and the Coast Guard developing a new or updated 
mission needs statement that accounts for the changes that have occurred since the last one was developed in 
2004? 

ANSWER: The Coast Guard continuously monitors current threats, challenges, and the operating 
environment. Since the 2004 Mission Needs Statement, DHS/ USCG have completed more recent reviews of 
specific requirements such as the DHS Cutter Study and the High Latitude Study Mission Analysis Report. 

The most current strategy is articulated in Publication 3.0-Operations, w'hich was released in February 2012. 
These reports include specific analyses of the fleet/asset requirements and mix needed to perform USCG’s 
missions, and the strategy to accomplish the missions through operations. 


US- VISIT Transfer 
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Question: Your written testimony states that the transfer of US-VISIT functions from the National Protection 
and Programs Directorate (NPPD) to U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) and U.S. Immigration and 
Customs Enforcement (ICE) will strengthen the Departtnent’s overall vetting capability while also realizing 
efficiencies. Please provide a detailed summary of these expected efficiencies and when they will be realized. 

ANSWER: The FY 2013 budget proposes the transfer of US-VISIT functions from NPPD to CBP and ICE. 
Currently, CBP operates numerous screening and targeting systems, and integrating US-VISIT within CBP will 
strengthen the Department’s overall vetting capability while also realizing efficiencies. 

Pending enactment, CBP will assume responsibility for the core US-VISIT operations and management of the 
biometric and biographic information storage and matching and watchlisl management services. ICE will 
assume responsibility of the US-VISIT overstay analysis services. CBP uses US-VISIT systems to help 
determine admissibility of foreign nationals arriving at all U.S. ports of entry (POEs) and to process aliens 
entering the United States illegally between the POEs. Currently, CBP operates numerous screening and 
targeting systems, supporting more than 70,000 users from over 20 Federal agencies that are responsible for a 
wide range of programs that rely on CBP information and systems to determine benefits, process travelers, 
inform investigations, support case management, and enhance intelligence capabilities. The US-VISIT systems 
will complement the CBP systems by adding the biometric identification and screening capabilities, which are 
also used across and beyond DHS. It will streamline interactions with the U.S Department of State and the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation for both biographic and biometric screening. 

Although ICE will assume responsibility for US-VISIT overstay analysis, CBP and ICE will collaborate on 
system support for the overstay mission. Transition of the analysis and identification of the overstay population 
in ICE clearly aligns with the ICE mission of administrative immigration enforcement. Additionally, functions 
of support to CIS will provide feeder data related to domestic benefit fraud schemes for ICE investigations. 


CBP, ICE and US-VISIT have established a transition team composed of senior representatives from each 
organization. This transition team is working to identify and prioritize crucial functional areas and determine 
the optimal strategy for transitioning each function. 

This transition team will identify targets of opportunity for operational and cost efficiencies. Priority will be 
placed on those transition initiatives that focus on increases in efficiency and effectiveness within mission 
support and “corporate” functions such as logistics, human resources and information technology. Once all of 
the information is collected and arrayed, it will be analyzed with the goal of finding efficiencies while 
maintaining US- VISIT'S mission with no degradation of services. 

A final transition plan will be made available to all external stakeholders by the end of July 2012. 

Question: The FY 2013 budget request provided very few details on this proposed transfer. Please provide 
an exhaustive crosswalk from US-VISIT FY 2011 actuals to FY 2012 budget to FY 2013 request. 

ANSWER: The chart below provides a crosswalk from US-VlSlT FY 201 1 actuals to the FY 2012 budget to 
the FY 2013 CBP and ICE request. 


$ in millions 

FY 201 1 
Actual 

FY 2012 
Enacted 

FY 2013 
Request 
CBP' 

FY 2013 
Request 
ICE' 

FY2012- 
FY 2013 
Change 

US-VISIT* 

$357.6 

$306.8 

$261.5 

$17.6 

${27.7) 

Salaries and Expenses 
(Business Support 
Services)^ 

$104.9 

$76.4 

$78.3 

$11.5 

$13.3 
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Systems Operations and 
Maintenance 

$139.5 

$158.2 

$146.2 

$1.0 

$(11.1) 

Identity and Screening 
Services (Identity 
Management and 
Screening Services)^ 

$31.0 

$24.0 

$20.8 

$5.2 

$1.9 

Systems Engineering 

- 

$10.0 

$16.3 

- 

$6.3 

Investment and 
Implementation 

$82.2 

$38.1 

- 

- 

$(38.1) 

Data Center Mirror and 
Migration 

$27.0 

- 

- 

” 

- 

Unique Identity 

$52.7 

$28.7 

- 

- 

$(28.7) 

US-VISIT 1.0 

$1.9 

_ 


_ 

- 

Comprehensive Exif* 

$0.6 

$9,4 

- 

- 

$(9.4) 


' [n the FY 201 3 President's Budget, US-VISIT positions are proposed to be realigned lo CBP, with the exception of 78 positions in the Identity and Screening Services Branch, 
which are proposed lo be realigned lo ICE. Tlic associated fundingiransier wmild beS26l.323 minion to CBP and $17.61 million to ICE. 

Mn FY 2011, Business .Support Services included salaries, benefits, rent, systems eogineermg. and the Working Capital Fund. 

' In FY 201 2, Identity Management and Screening Services became Ideniny and Screening Services. 

In F'Y 2012, US-VISH received $0.4 million for the devetopment of a biometric exit pimi and the implementaion of biographic entry-exit capability improvements. Under 
P.L 1 12-74. Consolidated Appropriations Act 2012, Division D, Section 572.S27,4 million of prior-year unt^ligated balances for comprehensive biomeinc air exit were rescinded. 
This rescission docs not reduce ihe FY 2012 Appre^riairm of $.306,802 million 
•DilTcrences of . I in totals are due to rounding. 


U.S.-lVIexico Security' Efforts 

Question: This year marks the end of the Calderon presidency due to Mexican elections this summer. Through 
the Merida Initiative as well as DHS partnership efforts with the Mexican government, DHS has supported 
capacity building in border and cargo security within Mexico. Please provide examples of those efforts for the 
record to include associated costs and details on DHS staff used to carry such efforts. What are you doing to 
ensure that these gains will last beyond the Calderon Administration? 

ANSWER; Highlighted below are examples of DHS efforts under the Merida Initiative. All amounts provided 
are State Department funding. No DHS appropriated funding was used for this work. 

CBP 

• From 2010 to the present, CBP has provided training to over 86 canine/handler teams for Mexico 
Customs, Mexico’s Federal Investigations Agency (AFI), Tax Administration Service (SAT) and the 
Secretariat of Public Security (SSP). The teams were trained in various disciplines including narcotics, 
firearms, bulk currency and human remains detection. Within the curriculum, a irain-the-trainer element 
was incorporated to allow for sustainability and the continuation of the lessons learned. A performance 
objective was achieved in March 201 1 when Government of Mexico (GOM) agencies utilized 
knowledge and skills gained from this program to successfully procure and train 28 new canine teams in 
Mexico. Thus far, CBP has used approximately $4.2M for this effort. 

• From 2010 to February 2012, CBP has trained 162 SSP personnel through its Alliance lo Combat 
Transnational Threats (ACTT). SSP personnel were trained in various disciplines including Hidden 
Compartments, First Aid Awareness Training. All-Terrain Vehicle Awareness Training and Close 
Quarters Marksmanship and Room Clearing Training. Thus far, CBP has used approximately $35,000. 

• From August 2010 to April 201 1, CBP trained 34 Mexico Customs officers in border security through 
its International Border Interdiction Training (IBIT). Mexico Customs is currently a revenue-based 
agency, and plans to reorganize and enhance its core to lean towards a law enforcement organization. 

The IBIT is a land border based training, which provides the law enforcement foundation necessary to 
streamline operations and permit greater interoperability locally at the US Mexico border ports, such as 
coordinated southbound operations. This local interoperability on the border translates to gains for both 
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countries - border security and increased efficiency. An IBIT course for ten Mexico Customs students 
utilized approximately $37,000 and involved six CBP officers. 

o For sustainability, the IBlT was rwlesigned into a train-the-trainer module (IBIT T3). As part of 
the IBIT T3, ten Mexican officials learned the skills necessary to train personnel within their 
organization. This training also provided course development and implementation skills to those 
students. Mexico Customs will then be able to tailor the IBIT course to their area of 
responsibilities and their authorities. This 15-day IBIT T3 course utilized approximately six 
CBP officers with an approximate cost of $120,460. 

• In August 201 1, CBP trained 46 SSP personnel in the operation and image interpretation of x-ray 
images using the Z Backscatler Vehicle (ZBV). The curriculum for this course provides a basic 
knowledge of targeting techniques and the use of non-intrusive inspection equipment. Additionally, 
detailed discussion and interpretation of different images produced by the various equipment and 
identification of different anomalies. Thus far CBP has utilized approximately $38,000 of a total $63, 
000 allotted. 

• Mexico Customs expressed the desire to create an academy similar to CBP’s tor the purpose of training 
their newly hired officers. As part of the Merida Initiative, CBP’s Office of Training and Development 
(OTD) Field Operations Academy (FOA) led the creation of a law enforcement course for Mexico 
Customs. The FOA reviewed the existing Mexico Customs training, identified the law 
enforcement/revenue related gaps within that training, and then developed a suitable course for delivery 
to Mexico Customs instructors. This three-week training was branded Mexico Aduanas Customs 
Training Enhanced Course (MACTEC). The enhanced cuiriculum for this course emphasizes anti- 
terrorism, officer safety, tactical response, and qucstioning/inlerviewing techniques to include the 
Instructor Development Course (IDC). The FOA will also make recommendations to restructure 
Mexico Customs academy and its facilities. This project will allow greater interoperability between. 

CBP and Mexico Customs officers at the border. CBP efforts thus far, to include gap analysis and three 
MACTEC sessions, have utilized approximately $94,000. 

ICE 

• In November 2009, 42 Secretariat of Public Security (SSP) officers were trained in basic concepts of 
undercover operations, situational awareness, informant management, surveillance, operational security, 
intelligence gathering and basic special response team tactics. The two-week training course was 
conducted by ICE at the cost of $71,883. 

• In May 201 0, ICE conducted training for approximately 40 Mexican Office of Attorney General (PGR) 
and Customs officials on state-of-the-art money counters, at a cost of $10,000. These money counters 
can scan serial numbers and are to be used in financial investigations. 

• In June 2010, ICE hosted a Bi-national Money Laundering Conference and strategy session in Mexico 
City, at a cost of $ 11 6,000. There were 1 50 high-level U.S. Government and Government of Mexico 
officials in attendance. 

• From August to October 20 1 0, 24 SAT officials were given a ten-week criminal investigator course at 
the ICE Federal Law Enforcement Training Center by 1 1 ICE instructors, at a cost of $1.3 million. 

• In August 201 1, 61 SSP officers received Transnational Street Gang Training in Ciudad Juarez. The 
instruction consisted of gang identification, gang alliances and social networks, street interviewing and 
documenting, gang suppression tactics, mobile biometrics capture, and cell phone data capture analysis. 
19 ICE officers assisted in the training which included practical exercise, for a total of $236,165. 
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The Merida Initiative marked a change in the nature and extent of collaboration with Mexico on security and 
law enforcement issues. As part of this shift, it has led to a significant reframing and reorganization of much of 
our bilateral engagement with Mexico. The Merida Initiative is now framed around four pillars: (1) Disrupting 
Organized Criminal Groups; (2) Institutionalizing Reforms to Sustain Rule of Law and Respect for Human 
Rights; (3) Creating a 21st Century Border; and (4) Building Strong and Resilient Communities. These four 
pillars guide much of the overall U.S. -Mexico interaction. DHS is engaged, to various degrees, in all four of the 
Merida Initiative Pillars. 

DHS’s efforts to increase regional security through institutional capacity building in Mexico are closely 
coordinated through the Department of State. This coordination ensures a comprehensive “whole of 
government” approach, which both includes the appropri^e U.S. authorities to provide subject matter experts 
and addresses deficiencies within institutions and processes across the spectrum of government. From the 
beginning, engagement through the Merida Initiative has placed a premium on those efforts which would 
support long-term goals and initiatives and build a foundation for long-term progress. 

To this end, DHS efforts focused on supporting Merida Initiative programs, which helped build the institutional 
capacity of its Mexican counterparts. For example, DHS Components supported train-the-trainer instruction 
and Component academy development. 

DHS is already seeing the results of these efforts. For example, CBP is collaborating with GOM agencies to 
develop, implement and coordinate enforcement operations that incorporate the non-intrusive inspection 
equipment (NIIE) technologies and training provided under the Merida Initiative. Also, the SAT investigators 
trained by ICE are now collaborating with ICE on investigations of joint interest. 

Electronic 1-94 


Question: The decision to eliminate the 1-94 and develop an appropriate transition plan was made in 2007. Yet, 
four years later, it seems there is no plan and USCIS and CBP agreed to again extend the current processing 
contract. When will USCIS complete system changes to stop relying on the 1-94 number? What are the other 
relevant milestones (and schedule for those milestones) to enable CBP to discontinue issuing the 1-94? 

ANSWER: in early 2008, CBP notified USCIS of the development and deployment of the Electronic System 
for Travel Authorization (ESTA) program. ESTA is an automated system that assists CBP in determining a 
nonimmigrant’s eligibility to travel to the United States under the Visa Waiver Program (VWP) and whether 
such travel poses any law enforcement or security risk. Eligible citizens or nationals of participating countries 
are authorized to travel to the United States for tourism or business for slays of 90 days or less without 
obtaining a visa. 

As part of the ESTA project, USCIS was asked to identify the business requirements for the automation of the 
Form I-94W, which would eliminate the need for VWP travelers to complete the paper Form I-94W. The 
project began in June 2010. 

In August 2010, the ESTA Program Management Office (PMO) was tasked to develop the procedures utilizing 
the ESTA system as the basis of the automation of the Form I-94W and moving forward in automating the 

Form 1-94. 

Changes to accommodate CBP’s Form 1-94 automation initiative require much more than just changes to 
multiple USCIS systems. USCIS must also complete changes to forms and process because, once automated, 
the pre-printed number on the Form 1-94 can no longer be queried to verify immigrant status. In addition to 
USCIS changes, some Federal, state and local benefit granting agencies must also make system and process 
changes to account for the automation of the Form 1-94. The Verification Information System (VIS) that serves 
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as the technology platform for E-Verify and SAVE will be modified in Release 7.0 (September 2012) to check 
against the US- VISIT Arrival and Departure Information System (ADIS) for data on changes and adjustments 
in immigration status. 

The Form 1-9, Employment Eligibility Verification, also must be changed to collect additional information. 
USCIS is proposing to collect the Travel Document Number (in most cases this would be a Foreign Passport) 
and the country of issuance from persons who received a Fonn 1-94 when traveling to the United States. These 
proposed changes to the Form 1-9 must be published twice in the Federal Register, first with a 60-day notice and 
comment period, and the second time in response to the comments followed by a 30-day period, as required by 
the Paperwork Reduction Act. USCIS anticipates publishing the Form 1-9 changes in the Federal Register in 
March 2012. 

Furthermore, as part of the adjudication process, USCIS must in many cases validate that a person requesting an 
immigration benefit was legally admitted to the United States and is currently in legal status. Historically, when 
adjudicating a change of status or an adjustment of status request, USCIS has relied upon the pre-printed 
number on the paper Form 1-94 to access the traveler’s arrival record. To accommodate CBP’s automated Form 
1-94 initiative, USCIS must re-engineer current business processes and revise its benefit forms to capture 
additional data necessary to query its systems in order to validate entry information and update the traveler’s 
immigration status. Before USCIS may implement such revisions, it must adhere to the Paperwork Reduction 
Act requirements, which is estimated to take about 12 to 18 months. In addition, some USCIS systems would 
require modification to; 1) eliminate the required Form 1-94 number field; 2) ensure arrival/departure records 
are not produced, which provide the non-automated Form 1-94 number; 3) collect alternative primary 
identification number; and 4) modify multiple system interfaces to transfer the alternative identification number 
to data sharing partners. USCIS estimates that after the new business process has been developed, it will take 
between seven to nine months to complete these critical system releases. 

As an alternative, USCIS and CBP are exploring the feasibility of using some of the other data that is already 
collected from the traveler to query its systems in order to validate entry and update arrival records to ensure 
consistent and accurate data flow between the interdependent systems. This feasibility study is currently 
underway and USCIS and CBP hope to have a joint recommendation within the next few months. 

CBP is currently working with its partner agencies to resolve remaining operational concerns and automate the 
Form 1-94 as soon as possible. Amendments to various provisions in title 8 CFR to reflect changes in 
procedures will also be necessary as we move from paper to automation. 

REAL ID implementation 

Question: While the Administration has been looking for ways to undercut REAL ID implementation, the 
States have largely plowed forward to enhance the security of their driver's licenses and identification cards, 
consistent with REAL ID standards. The Department has been working on new guidance to the States. What is 
the status of that guidance and when will it be issued? 

ANSWER: DHS is preparing guidance for all stales clarifying the minimum standards that each state must 
meet to achieve full compliance with the REAL ID Act of 2005 in order to ensure that every stale is afforded 
the opportunity to reach full compliance in a practical manner. Because the guidance is under development we 
are unable to provide an exact timeframe for its issuance. 

Question: The next deadline for REAL ID implementation is coming this year. Will you again extend the 
compliance deadline? 
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ANSWER: DHS has no plans to extend the decline at this time. DHS will continue to work with the states to 
determine the best path forward to ensure that all stat^ are issuing secure driver’s licenses and identification 
documents consistent with the goals of the REAL ID Act. 

FEMA - Disaster Relief Funding 

Question: The Disaster Relief Fund budget justification provided to the Congress notes that no funds will be 
required for any current known catastrophic disasters beyond 2013 except for Katrina, Rita and Wilma. Is it 
correct that all catastrophic events that occurred in fiscal year 201 1 will be closed out by the end of fiscal year 

2013? 

ANSWER: All catastrophic events that occurred in FY 201 1 will have funds obligated by the end of FY 2013. 
These obligations are based on estimates of need and can be low or high, depending on a multitude of 
variables. However, these events will not be ‘closed out’ by the endof FY 2013, since recovery and mitigation 
projects take years to complete. As you note, the FY 2013 request includes funding for past declared 
catastrophic events only, not those that may occur in the out-years. 

users - Transformation 


Question: The delays in delivery of new capabilities under USCIS Transformation are unacceptable. What 
specifically will be delivered in FY12 and when? Please then provide details on next steps. What steps will you 
take to manage or even discontinue this program should any further delays take place? 


ANSWER: USCIS is in the post-development testing phase of our new system - USCIS ELIS, the Electronic 
Immigration System - that will transform our paper-based agency into an electronic, online organization. This 
is an unprecedented step for the world’s largest and most complex immigration system. USCIS also has made 
the necessary infrastructure upgrades, developed two early prototypes, conducted extensive stakeholder 
outreach, and developed and piloted employee training on USCIS ELIS. 

USCIS’ transformation will be accomplished in periodic releases, with each release covering different 
immigration benefits or adding enhanced functionality. The first release, covering one benefit type (the Form I- 
539, Application to Extend/Change Nonimmigrant Status), provides the foundational architecture for the 
remaining releases. It includes the majority of core customer and representative account setup and case 
management functions supporting the intake and adjudication of immigration benefits. The post-development 
testing phase is now underway and we are committed to comprehensive testing in order to deliver a quality 
release for the benefit of our customers and employees. 

We plan to deploy the second major release of USCIS ELIS in late summer. It will include additional case 
management features, such as complete Service motion functionality, and technical enhancements. 

We refer to the first major release of ELIS as Release A1 and the second major release is referred to as Release 
A2. It should also be noted that Release A2 will be delivered in two phases. USCIS is moving towards a 
modular approach to software development. This approach provides for the development and delivery of 
software in smaller increments to reduce risk and deploy functionality to the system users at a more rapid pace. 

Next steps include: 

• March 2012: Regression testing of Release A1 , which establishes full account setup and basic case 
management capabilities and includes one benefit type (the Form 1-539, Application to Extend/Change 
Nonimmigrant Status; continue design work (pre-coding software planning) on Release A2. which 
provides additional case management capabilities and enhanced representative e-filing functionality; 



179 


first meeting of Executive Steering Committee, which wi!l review the cost, schedule and performance of 
the program and make certain acquisition and milestone gate decisions on the Transformation program 

• April"May 2012: Final setup and deployment of Release A1 ; deliver Release A1 training to internal 
users of the new system; begin first phase of Release A2 development (coding the new features in the 
system) 

• May- June 2012: Continue first phase of Rele^e A2 development; examine lessons learned and collect 
user feedback after Release A1 deployment to enhance future releases 

• July 2012: Final preparation and deployment of the first phase of Release A2 

• August 20 1 2: Begin second phase of Release A2 development 

As part of our continued contract performance and oversight efforts, we are closely monitoring the vendor’s 
progress in resolving issues identified during testing. As discussed above, beginning with Release A2, we are 
moving to a modular software development approach, which we believe will result in a more efficient and cost- 
effective process. Finally, USCIS has established the Transformation Executive Steering Committee to help 
strengthen and streamline our governance process. We believe these steps, coupled with the lessons we have 
learned from developing the first release of USCIS ETIS, will enable us to better deliver value to the public and 
USCIS employees. 


Office of Health Affairs - BioWatch 


Question: The FY 2013 request includes $39.904M for BioWatch Gen-3 (increase of $24M from FY 2012), to 
include $28. 5M for system Operational Test and Evaluation (OT&E). Please provide an update on all 
BioWatch Gen-3 testing activities, explanations for any delays, and updated OT&E schedule. 

ANSWER: Based on the results of this testing and as a part of the DHS acquisition process, a review of the 
candidate Gen-3 technology perfomance was conducted in preparation for Gen-3 Phase II and it was determined 
that engineering changes would benefit system performance and operation Further, in order to evaluate the 
performance requirements and ensure they are appropriate for the desired level of automated detection, DHS 
requested a detailed requirements analysis from Sandia National Laboratory. The study assessed the utility of 
autonomous biodetection systems with varying levels of sensitivity based in terms of detection timeliness, 
population coverage, and lives saved in a bioterror attack. This analysis was completed in January 2012. 

Based on the results, DHS may consider revising the Gen-3 ORD threshold requirement for system sensitivity 
to reflect a more realistic articulation of the minimum acceptable level of performance. This change in the Gen- 
3 Operational Requirements Document for system sensitivity requires internal DHS review and approval from 
the Acquisition Decision Authority (ADA) before being implemented. If approved, this would then allow OHA 
to proceed forward with limited procurement of production-readv units for the Performance Testing to begin in 
FY 2013. 

Question: Why was the BioWatch Gen-3 Acquisition Review Board (ARB) delayed, when will it occur, and 
what will it include? Please provide an updated FY 2012 ftjnds execution schedule in the response to explain 
any subsequent procurement delays. 

ANSWER: The Department will continue to pursue a rigorous testing and evaluation program necessary to 
make an informed decision before deployment. As discussed above, the Department recently initiated a review 
to evaluate the results of the Phase I test program and possible implications on the larger Gen-3 acquisition 
strategy. Upon completion of the Department’s independent evaluation, the IRB is expected to decide whether 
to conduct Performance Testing of production-ready biodetection systems. This would be executed by allowing 
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release of the Phase II RFP, evaluating proposals, and selecting one or more vendors to execute the first task 
order of the Phase II contract. 

Question: It is our understanding that the Department also recently initiated an independent assessment of the 
Bio Watch program. Please discuss in more detail who initiated the review, who is conducting it, what DHS 
Components are participating in the review, and what the timeframe for completion is. 

ANSWER: As discussed above, the Department has begun an independent evaluation of the Gen-3 program in 
order to better assess the viability of moving the Gen-3 program into further testing prior to potential 
deployment. The scope of the effort is to provide special technical expertise to the Department to determine if 
the current requirements for BioWatch Gen-3 have changed. This includes a review of the original 
requirements against the current performance of BioWatch Gen-3, as well as an analysis of all existing reports 
of the BioWatch Gen-3 program including the studies conducted by the National Academy of Science (NAS) 
and the National Assessment Group (NAG). This assessment is expected to be completed in FY 2012 and will 
be conducted as an independent and objective cross-cutting analysis of existing studies and program 
documentation to make a recommendation to continue the current acquisition program of record; proceed with 
additional research and development to validate the current program requirements; or make changes in the 
acquisition and deployment strategy. 


Office of Health Affairs - Anthrax 


Question: Over two years ago, the Department issued proposed guidance (entitled “Proposed Guidance for 
Protecting Responders’ Health During the First Week Following a Wide-Area Anthrax Attack”) intended to 
protect the health of emergency responders. What is the status of this proposed rule? What is the timeline for 
its final release? 

ANSWER: DHS has been and remains a key partner of the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS), 
including the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) and the Food and Drug Administration (FDA), 
as well as the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Department of Labor, Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration (OSHA), in finalizing the document “Guidance for Protecting Responders’ Health 
During the First Week Following A Wide-Area Aerosol Anthrax Attack.” DHS recently provided consolidated 
DHS feedback on the draft document to HHS. HHS is currently adjudicating comments from DHS and other 
federal partners and plans to prepare for Its release. 

Science and Technologfv •» Research. Development and Innovation 

Question: The fiscal year 2013 request increases the Research, Development and Innovation (RD&I) from 
$265.8 million in fiscal year 2012 to $478 million, an increase of $212.2 million or 79.8%. As the request 
notes, this reflects restoration of priority research particularly for biological security, explosives detection, cyber 
security, and first responder technology. A number of research projects are of great relevance to short and long- 
term mission priorities for DHS agencies and other government entities dealing with homeland and national 
security, such as new checkpoint technology (TSA, CBP, and Secret Service); ultra-light aircraft and 
submersible marine vehicle threats (CBP. DOD, and other agencies); supply chain security (CBP, ICE, TSA) 
and biometric research (all agencies). However, these are also areas where related research is supported by 
other federal agencies, is being undertaken by academic or private entities, or has been done in various forms in 
the past (e.g., supply chain security pilots). Could you briefly explain how DHS and S&T ensure that this 
research leverages and complements, rather than duplicates, other R&D endeavors? To the extent that advances 
are made in R&D outside of S&T, is the program sufficiently agile to take such developments into account and 
adjust the course of its own R&D efforts? 

ANSWER: Since the formation of DHS, the Science and Technology (S&T) Directorate has looked to the rest 
of the federal government as a source of technology and to partner in research and development. S&T currently 
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uses an established, formal mechanism for these interagency relationships. These formalized relationships 
include established Memoranda of Understanding with other Federal agencies; working groups and committees 
established through the Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP) and other White House entities; and 
joint programmatic investments and reviews with oi^anizations such as the Technical Support Working Group, 
the Joint Improvised Explosive Device Defeat Organization, and the United States Special Operations 
Command. Under Secretary O'Toole currently co-chairs the National Science and Technology Council’s 
Committee on Homeland and National Security, along with the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Research and 
Engineering and the Associate Director for National Security and International Affairs within OSTP. In many 
cases DHS S&T is the lead or co-lead organization ofth^ larger agency working groups. 

In addition to the coordinating committees discussed above, S&'f’s Research and Development Partnerships 
Group has separate dedicated offices for international, interagency, public-private, national labs, and university 
partnerships. These offices work closely with the greater R&D community to ensure that S&T leverages the 
work of others without duplicating efforts. S&T also invites key individuals from the DHS Components and 
other R&D organizations to sit in on its annual portfolio review to have an even greater insight into DHS S&T 
research projects. S&T has successfully leveraged multiple technologies from other government agencies and 
coordinated multiple projects over the years in the biometric, chemical/biological, and explosives fields. S&T 
has also established a formal technology foraging office that leverages opportunities from other agencies, 
universities, the private sector, etc. 

The S&T R&D portfolio has a sufficient level of agility to address advancements in technology as they occur 
outside of S&T funded R&D. Program managers are constantly looking for technologies, new and old, that 
meet DHS mission objectives. One recent example involves the BRAVE camera, a commercially available 
low-cost blast resistant forensic camera that will retain video surveillance from a catastrophic mass transit 
accident or terrorist attack. Private companies funded development, and S&T funded testing and evaluation of 
prototypes in cooperation with the U. S. Army and facilitated TSA and U. S. Department of Transportation 
pilots with local transit authorities that led to improvements of the final product. Washington Metropolitan Area 
Transit Authority (WMATA) and other transit authorities are now considering installing these cameras. 

Another example is ISIS, a 360-degree camera S&T leveraged from a DOD system used to conduct aerial 
surveillance from aircraft. DHS re-purposed the original DOD technology to protect critical infrastructure, such 
as Logan Airport, which is currently serving as a test bed for ISIS. S&T is also leveraging U.S. Navy 
investments to create a non-proprietary government architecture that will assimilate various video, underground 
sensors, radar, acoustics, etc. into a single display for CBP agents to better monitor the security situation along 
the northern border. The current deployment of this architecture to the Detroit Operational Integration Center 
(OIC) and Buffalo Sector in FY 2012 will allow CBP to continually improve and update northern border 
surveillance capabilities. 

Additionally, some standing S&T programs have been established to specifically conduct demonstrations of 
technologies developed by private industry and other government R&D groups. These demonstrations cover a 
range of DHS missions from biological and chemical restoration to the evaluation of unmanned aircraft 
technologies and their applicability to DHS and first responder missions. S&T also partners with other federal 
agencies and private sector R&D companies to co-fund development where core technologies can be used to 
support DHS missions. Typically in these cases, S&T funding is used to address homeland security specific 
requirements. These means of leveraging others' work, coupled with the new S&T Research, Development and 
Innovation (RD&I) budget structure, provides a level of agility that allows S&T to incorporate and adapt to the 
vast majority of changes in current technology development and mission needs. 

S&T is also working with DOD on the 1401 Technology Transfer Program. The project includes leveraging 
and applying the resources, skills, abilities, and technology base available within DOD to support and enhance 
the first responder community. Additionally, S&T is coordinating with DOD and the Department of Justice 
(DOJ) to develop a collaboration strategy for technology and standards development. This will allow the three 
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agencies to leverage both resources and knowledge develo|^ through research, development, testing and 
evaluation. 

Through its International Cooperative Programs Office, S&T collaborates with international partners on a 
number of issues, including those affecting first responders. For example, S&T recently participated in bilateral 
partnership meetings with Israel to discuss first responder projects of mutual interest. S&T was also able to 
connect representatives from Israel with DOJ so they could partner on the work being done in rapid DNA 
identification. 

Finally, SAFETY Act attracts commercial investments in counter-terrorism technologies where vendors, their 
suppliers, and end users receive protection from liability claims that may result from the use of their products. 
The Centers of Excellence (COEs) are important to S&T’s technology foraging efforts by identifying emerging 
technologies within universities. These findings would influence S&T’s programs and plans, DHS missions 
and operations, and that of the homeland security enterprise. 

Question; Please list the scope of work S&T is performing for each DHS Component in fiscal year 2012 and 
proposed for fiscal year 2013. 

ANSWER: 

Border Security 

S&T’s main Component partners are Customs and Border Protection (CBP) and the United States Coast Guard 
(USCG). Major non-DHS stakeholders are shippers transacting in the global supply chain. 

Land and Maritime Security: Tunnel detection; detecting illegal border inclusions using radars, sensors, 
surveillance systems, and tripwires; detecting aircraft and small boats conducting illicit activities; 
providing situational awareness to and supporting information sharing between USCG, CBP, and Federal, 
state, and local first responders. 

Cargo Security: Enhancing DFfS’s ability to detect weapons of mass destruction, explosives, contraband, 
and humans in shipping containers; and developing technologies that detect unauthorized container 
openings and other anomalies, and communicating this information to CBP agents, 

Chemical. Biological, and Explosive Defense 

S&T’s main Component partners include the Office of Health Affairs (OHA), CBP, and the Transportation 
Security Administration (TSA). Other DHS partners are DNDO, FEMA, Office of Intelligence and Analysis 
(I&A), United States Secret Service (USSS), Policy, and National Protection and Programs Directorate (NPPD). 
Non-DHS partners include EPA, HHS, USDA, CDC. CIA, FBI, DOD. hospitals/physicians, First Responders, 
and Animal/Agriculiural producers. 

Biodetection: Foreign animal disease screening; prompt detection and warning to protect high value 
facilities, transportation systems, and their occupants from indoor aerosol attacks; cheaper and more 
effective ways to detect and characterize biological attack agents; and rapidly and accurately screen 
persons exposed to viral or bacteria! pathogens to dramatically reduce the extent, duration, and spread of 
disease. 

Bioagent Threat Assessment: Identifies gaps in the nation's bio- and agro-defense strategy and potential 
countermeasures to improve the ability of Federal, state, and local government to prepare for and respond 
to bio and agro events. Provides expert studies/reports to multiple agencies and policy makers on 
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attributes, risks, and consequences associated with the intentional release of a biological or agricultural 
agent. 

Chemical Detection and Chemical Threat Assessment: S&T's Chemical Thrust area traditionally mirrored 
its Biological counterpart. However, the reduced FY 2012 budget has decreased S&T's investment in 
these areas. There are no funded Chemical Detection efforts in FY 2012 or 2013. The Chemical Threat 
Assessment’s remaining effort involves the Chemical Security Analysis Center (CSAC), which houses a 
centralized repository of chemical threat information to analyze the nation’s vulnerabilities to chemical 
attacks. Through CSAC, S&T conducts a^essments for DHS Components - NPPD, OHA, TSA, and 
I&A - and provides reach-back capabilities to support domestic emergencies. 

Explosives Detection: Explosives Detection focuses mostly on TSA's needs. Other DHS partners include 
the Federal Protective Service (FPS) along with non-DHS entities such as first responders. Scope includes 
air cargo, passenger, and checked baggage screening; canine training aids/techniques to improve their 
ability to detect explosives; home-made explosives (HME) detection capabilities; mass transit explosives 
threat detection; and standoff detection of person-borne improvised explosive devices (lEDs). 

Explosives Threat Assessment: HME characterization; aircraft vulnerability testing; countering violent 
extremism; and identifying potential lED targets. DHS partners include DHS Office of the 
CounterteiTorism Coordinator, TSA, CBP, I&A, Policy, and ICE. 

In FY 2013, new investments include enhancing building and checkpoint security with stand-off capability to 
detect trace explosives on people and personal items; shoe screening systems that will allow passengers to keep 
their shoes on during screening; portable detection capabilities; and defection of bulk explosives or explosive 
chemicals for surface transportation. 

Coimter Terrorist R&D 


Major DHS partners include TSA, CBP, and USSS for the hostile intent efforts; and TSA, CBP, USCG, and 
USCIS for Identity Management. 

Hostile Behavior Predict and Detect; Techniques for identifying behaviors of people intending to cause 
harm in aviation security and other venues. 

Identity Management: Biometrics; rapid and low-cost DNA methods to verify family relationships. 
Cyber Security 

Cyber Security efforts have broad applications that support all DHS Components, other Federal agencies, law 
enforcement, private sector critical infrastructure such as banking and oil and gas, and the public. The scope of 
S&T’s cyber solutions include user identity and data privacy technologies; law enforcement digital forensic and 
investigative capabilities (specifically for USSS, ICE, and CBP); tools/techniques that decrease the predictability 
of a system’s defenses making attacks more difficult; security metrics and decision aids for network owners; 
improved security standards; improved attack mitigation and confinement strategies; identifying threats and 
predicting cascading effects and damage scenarios; and protecting process control systems of critical 
infrastructure (e.g., oil and gas); and leap-ahead research and development in support of the Comprehensive 
National Cybersecurity Intilialive (CNCI). In FY 2013, S&T plans to invest in improving security for cloud- 
based systems for the Federal government and private sector. 

Disaster Resilience 
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Disaster Resilience contains a broad scope of efforts, including First Responders. Most of the funded work for 
DHS Components in FY 2012 and FY 2013 fall under Bioagent Attack Resiliency, Chemical Attack Resiliency, 
and Natural Disaster Resiliency. 

Bioagent Attack Resiliency: S&T’s DHS partners ^ OHA, FEMA, and TSA. Scope includes forensic 
techniques to attribute bio-crimes to responsible p^es; personnel protection; vaccines to protect 
livestock; and solutions for rapid characterization and clean-up of chemical and biological contamination 
in the physical structures and rolling stock (railcars, buses) of transit systems. Planned FY 2013 efforts 
include biological and chemical detection systems for protecting buildings; improved CONORS and tools 
for health officials to control the spread of foreign animal disease; and methods and tools for emergency 
responders in public health, environmental cleanup, and emergency management to rapidly determine the 
extent of chemical and biological contamination in an urban area. 

Chemical Attack Resiliency: S&T’s chemical attack resiliency investments are much smaller than those in 
biological attack resiliency. S&T’s major DHS partner is OHA, and non-DHS partners include HHS, 
DOD, FBI, and HHS. S&T continues to fund forensics supporting criminal investigations of chemical- 
related crimes and the Integrated Consortium of Laboratory Networks, which coordinates laboratory assets 
of multiple Federal agencies to respond to incidents. In FY 2013, the only new work planned for this area 
is included in the biological and chemical detection systems for protecting buildings (also part of Bioagent 
Attack Resiliency). 

Natural Disaster Resiliency: S&T’s major DHS partner is this area is FEMA. Scope includes providing 
DHS with more robust tools for disaster response, disaster logistics, individual and public assistance 
programs, and national continuity programs. 

Science and Technology - Acquisition and Operations Support 

Question: S&T, through its Acquisition and Operations Support efforts, aims to help DHS agencies and others 
engaged in homeland security operations through its support of processes to establish common standards for 
technology, in the development of requirements for acquisition and for transition efforts, and for ensuring a 
strong test and evaluation capability for acquisition. While some specific efforts are listed in the Justification 
materials, can you identify areas where such S&T support will replace or modify current DHS Component 
acquisition practices, and any specific savings or process improvements that have resulted or are anticipated? 

ANSWER: S&T is the primary source of scientific and engineering expertise within the Department, and we 
are leveraging this expertise to better address the “from end” of the acquisition cycle. The S&T Director of 
Acquisition Support and Operational Analysis (ASOA) is helping DHS Components to analyze and translate 
mission needs into testable requirements so that DHS procures technologies which work as expected, are 
delivered on time and on budget. Through its systems analysis and standards development capabilities, S&T is 
enriching the DHS investment lifecycle with process improvement for customized analysis for trade-off 
decisions, operational requirements development, alternatives assessment, and portfolio analysis. Through its 
analytic efforts, S&T is providing a more holistic approach to the Department’s needs, the requirements for 
meeting them, and understanding the impact various alternative solutions may have. Operational analytics also 
enable S&T to establish trust and build credibility with partners by facilitating collaboration and communication 
across the homeland security enterprise. S&T’s input aids good decision making for future technology 
investments that will effectively integrate and transition into Component operations. 

Furthermore, S&T is working with the Under Secretary for Management to expand S&T's role and authorities 
in the DHS Integrated Investment LifeCycle Model. S&T is also providing technical and systems engineering 
advice to instill a more disciplined and efficient “systems based” approach to DHS technology acquisitions and 
operations. 
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S&T executes statutory responsibility for DHS T&E policy and procedures through the Office of Test & 
Evaluation and Standards and provides independent oversight of major acquisition programs (e.g. acquisitions 
with total life cycle cost estimates of SIB or greater). Operational Testing and Evaluation (OT&E) is the “back 
end” of the acquisition life cycle where final system testing and evaluation occurs. With T&E support and 
oversight, DHS completed operational testing of eight major acquisition programs in 201 1 . One major 
acquisition that successfully completed OT&E was NPPD’s National Cyber Security Program Block 2. 1 . S&T 
identified three issues with this technology and work«l with the Component to minimize time lost and potential 
negative impacts on operations. 

For example, ASOA and the S&T First Responders Group provides operational analysis and technical guidance 
for an effort which began as a CBP project to acquire a new generation of radios for field agents and is now 
known as “TacNet.” DHS’s TacNet program plans to deliver data and video capability (broadband) to DHS 
radios. This will enable radios that not only have voic^ capability' as in the current Land Mobile Radios (LMR) 
used by first responders, but data and video capability. TTiis will also allow responders to communicate with 
cell phones and tablets since all of these devices will be operating on the same broadband network. Other 
advantages will be the ability to hop between carrier networks (Verizon, Sprint, AT&T, etc.) so as to not lose 
coverage and it will be complementary to the P25 effort that ensures compatibility amongst the different radio 
manufacturers. TacNet will result in new radios with voice, data, and video that are compatible with older 
LMR systems and will also help extend the life of the voice-only LMR by modifying them to operate on 
broadband. DHS Joint Wireless Program Executive Director Mr. John Santo stated that “it was evident that 
partnering with DHS S&T is essential for achieving success.... by partnering with S&T, the DHS TacNet 
program is instantly able to engage scientists, engineers, research labs, and acquisition specialists to ensure that 
we can develop and deploy effective solutions.” 

Science and Technology - University Programs 

Question: The fiscal year 2013 budget would increase funding by 8% for the Centers of Excellence. Could you 
explain how this is a priority for the Department? 

ANSWER: The University Programs budget dropped 26% from FY20I0 to FY2012. The increase in the request 
restores University programs to the FY 201 1 level; this is essential to supporting the current 9 DHS Centers of 
Excellence (COEs) over the long term. 

The COEs are productive and cost-effective suppliers of knowledge, tools, technologies and skilled employees to 
DHS and its partners. COEs leverage the unparalleled technical expertise and research facilities available within 
academia. The capacity for innovation and targeted investments in the university system has both the potential 
and the track record to pay dividends toward securing the Nation and maximizing resilience after catastrophes. 
Research at universities tends to be lower cost than other alternatives, maximizing the federal government’s 
retum-on-investment. As an added benefit, investments in university research also sponsor the next generation of 
the homeland security workforce through the training and experience that graduate students obtain. 

COE-deveioped tools, technologies and analyses are currently in use or being piloted by U.S. Coast Guard, 
Customs and Border Protection, Office of Border Protection, Office of Health Affairs, Office of Infrastructure 
Protection, Office of Policy, and US Customs and Immigration Services, as well as multiple federal, state and 
local law enforcement and first responder agencies. The COEs are also in the planning stages of projects with 
multiple cities, states, fusion centers, and private and quasi-public sector entities, including the National Football 
League, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the World Bank, the City of Los Angeles, the City of Indianapolis, 
the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, and which, among other things, is the owner of World Trade 
Center. Many of these agencies have paid for supplemental COE service. To date, DHS offices (excluding S&T) 
have invested over $11.4 million in the COEs. Other federal agencies (outside of DHS) have invested an 
additional $10.5 million over the past four years. Also, COE graduates have been hired by many security, 
intelligence and first responder agencies, including DHS. 
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Question; The request identifies at least half of the funding for Centers of Excellence as being for “Engage-to- 
Excel” or “E2E” initiatives. How do such efforts result in near-term payoff for homeland applications, while 
allowing the COEs some capacity to develop and pursue longer term basic research? 

ANSWER: The E2E initiatives apply the S&T Apex model of challenge-based, multi-disciplinary research, 
end user engagement, and built-in transition knowledge- or technology strategies to the COEs. The E2E 
initiatives would reallocate the COEs’ budget from a traditional research center model based on focused 
research solicitations to one which dedicates up to 50% of each COE’s resources to projects that work hand-in- 
hand with end-users on a continuous basis throughout the research process. By significantly increasing end-user 
engagement in research design and execution, the E2E projects will have an even higher “hit-rate” for 
delivering cutting edge technologies. The E2Es are expected to generate results in a 3-5 year period (with some 
producing sooner); these efforts will have clearer transition paths for COE-generated tools and technologies to 
government end users, or to commercialization, and well-defined metrics for success. E2Es are also expected to 
result in increased placement of COE graduate and undergraduate students in DHS Components and first 
responder agencies, resulting in both short and long-term benefits. Among the advantages to the COEs is that 
the E2Es will provide a secure funding commitment to enable the COEs to attract and retain top-notch graduate 
students to work on high priority DHS issues. 

Science and Technology - Laboratories 

Question: Secretary Napolitano, you recently visited the Transportation Security Laboratory in Atlantic City. 
$18.2 million was provided in the FY 2012 appropriation to upgrade and expand facilities there, to include 
laboratory and explosive storage space. Is this funding sufficient to enable TSL to process all requests for testing 
there and to reduce the current “pipeline” for testing, which has grown with the increasing number of systems 
being considered for explosives detection use by TSA and other agencies? 

ANSWER: As with the recently completed explosive storage area expansion that used FY 2010 funding, S&T 
will use the $18.2M from the FY 2012 Appropriation to continue to meet the prioritized needs identified in the 
Transportation Security Laboratory 5-Year Master Facility Plan Fiscal Year 2010 Report to Congress. The 
FY 2012 funding will be used to construct expanded facilities for Independent Test & Evaluation activities that 
will allow additional competition in the acquisition of EDS systems. 

DNDQ - Reorganization 

Question: In the FY 2013 budget request, it appears that DNDO has reorganized its structure by moving the 
Mission Management Directorate and making changes to the Architecture Directorate. This is not clearly 
spelled out, however. Please provide a crosswalk of the DNDO organizational structure from 2012 to its newly 
envisioned state. What was the basis for this decision? Does DNDO envision any cost-savings from this 
reorganization? If so. how? 

ANSWER; In FY 2012, DNDO’s Mission Management Directorate (MMD) and Architecture Directorate 
(ARD) were combined into one Directorate: Architecture and Plans Directorate (APD). APD will be responsible 
for developing and defining the global nuclear detection architecture, managing an integrated program 
formulation process, and leading the development of interagency documents such as the Global Nuclear Detection 
Architecture Strategic Plan and Annual Report, and corresponding implementation plans. Additionally, APD will 
contribute to the identification and development of new programs that will emerge from gaps and vulnerabilities 
in the existing architecture. DNDO’s organization chart is provided to illustrate the restructuring. 
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The goal of combining the two offices is to streamline overlapping processes into one directorate. The 
Architecture Directorate determines gaps and vulnerabilities in the existing global nuclear detection 
architecture, then formulates recommendations and pisms to develop an enhanced architecture. The Mission 
Management Directorate was responsible for interfacing with first responder organizations at the Federal, State 
and local level to identify and prioritize strategic requirements for DNDO programs in addressing gaps and 
vulnerabilities in key mission areas, including land border, interior, aviation and maritime. As both offices 
complemented each other and provided strategic support to each other's functions and responsibilities, it is a 
sound management decision to bring both functions under one directorate. The jointly-staffed office is further 
enhanced by the efficiencies of cross training, resulting in improving the depth and breadth of strategic planning 
capability and knowledge now resident in the Architecture and Plans Directorate. 

Although cost-savings was not the primary objective of this restructuring, programmatic efficiencies are 
expected to be gained through improved coordination and better defined processes after a period of transition. 

DNDO - GNDA Gaps and Research 


Question: Systems Development funds are used to transition technologies from the research realm to the field 
in order to plug holes in the Global Nuclear Detection Architecture (GNDA) and to mitigate vulnerabilities in 
air, land, sea, and interior transportation pathways. Indeed, DNDO describes identifying and plugging GNDA 
gaps as the “core of all [its] activities.” Why, then, does the FY 2013 budget request cut Systems Development 
funding in half while doubling long-range research funding? Will this not sacrifice pilot programs and near- 
term GNDA-gap fixes (including efforts to detect shielded nuclear material in cargo shipments or threats 
smuggled across rail pathways) in favor of long-range research? 

ANSWER: The President’s FY 2013 Systems Development funding request reflects the prioritization of other 
DNDO activities within the budget. Funding reductions to the Systems Development PPA are partially the result 
of DNDO's transition from large, government-sponsored development initiatives to a “Commercial First” 
approach that relies on the private sector to more efficiently and effectively develop and deploy technology. The 
decrease is also a result of prioritizing funding to support the procurement of equipment for DHS frontline 
operators to address critical areas of the GNDA. 

The President’s Budget seeks to restore funding for Transformational Research and Development (R&D) close to 
past spending levels and enable DNDO to conduct basic and applied research to address the technical challenges 
that increase the risk to industry. The riskier the endeavor (cost, technical difficulty, or time) and the smaller the 
market, the less likely companies will be willing to make this investment. This is especially true for mid- to long- 
term R&D projects, where the time to pay off is two or more years. In these cases, federally-funded R&D is 
required to eliminate risk in developing novel materials and bringing them to concept for eventual integration into 
detection devices, and ensuring that the challenging gaps in the GNDA are addressed. 

Question: Moreover. DNDO highlights in the FY 2013 request its emphasis on leveraging commercial off-the- 
shelf (COTS) technologies and normal market incentives in the private sector to develop technology solutions 
to plug pathways. How does boosting Federally funded basic research demonstrate DNDO’s commitment to 
rely more on private industry solutions for radiological and nuclear detection? 

ANSWER: DNDO’s “Commercial First” strategy applies to nearteim solutions (1-2 years) where the market 
incentives are sufficient and can be clearly articulated to the public sector. In this model, the Systems 
Development costs borne by the Government should go down because the development is being funded directly 
by the companies. The riskier the endeavor (cost, technical difficulty, or time) and the smaller the market, the 
less likely companies will be willing to make this investment. This is especially true for mid to long term R&D 
projects where the time to pay off is two or more years. In these cases, federally funded R&D is required to 
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ensure the challenging gaps in the GNDA are being addressed and provide the private sector the leverage they 
need to pursue riskier technologies. 


DNDO - GNDA Situational Awareness 


Question: The Committee has been interested in DNDO’s woric to increase situational awareness of the GNDA 
through the Information Sharing Program, Mission Critical Messaging, and the Joint Analysis Center 
Collaborative Information System (JACCIS). Program increases are sought in FY13 to improve these 
capabilities. Please detail progress made in each of these areas In FYl I -12 and what milestones these funds 
will be used to achieve FYl 3. 

ANSWER; Information Sharing Program: In FY 201 1, the Information Sharing Program facilitated the update 
of radiological and nuclear information sharing standards needed for effective information sharing. The National 
Information Exchange Model (NIEM) N.25 Chemical, Biological, Radiological, and Nuclear (CBRN) domain 
was updated along with the tools utilized to generate information exchange packages and documentation. The 
American National Standards Institute (ANSI) 42.42 standard for radiation detectors was updated and is presently 
in international review. 

The Information Sharing Program completed a draft Global Nuclear Detection Architecture (GNDA) 
Interoperability Policy that will establish DNDO’s policy for interoperable systems in the GNDA. The Program 
also developed a prototype tool that allows GNDA architects to visualize relationships of GNDA nodes and aid 
in the identification and prioritization of capability gaps. 

Fiscal Year 2013 Planned Accomplishments for Information Sharing include: 

• Charter NIEM CBRN Community of Interest; 

• Establish GNDA Technical Standards/Interfaces; and 

• Complete GNDA Interoperability Specification Coordination Draft 

Mission Critical Messaging (MCM) Program: In 201 1 DNDO’s MCM hardware-based message routing 
prototype successfully demonstrated the feasibility of connecting a major metropolitan area’s detection assets 
with a State Fusion Center, Customs and Border Protection Laboratories and Scientific Services (LSS), and the 
DNDO Joint Analysis Center. Using commercially available technology and radiological information sharing 
standards, the MCM prototype connected twelve Los Angeles local agencies, Customs and Border Protection, 
Kansas City Fusion Center, and the Joint Analysis Center. In 2012, DNDO initiated the planning to analyze 
and select a full scale mission critical solution for messaging. DNDO will conduct the analysis required to 
develop operational requirements, define mission need, define planned capabilities and conduct an analysis of 
alternatives (AoA). The MCM AoA will evaluate viable solutions, including the one prototyped by DNDO, to 
determine which, if any, provide significant improvement to the GNDA at an acceptable cost. 

Joint Analysis Center Collaborative Information System (JACCIS) Program: During Fiscal year 201 1, the 
JACCIS was successfully deployed to the DHS Data Center, completed operational testing, and received 
Authority to Operate in January 201 1. Operational Testing showed an 80% improvement in time required to 
adjudicate alarms with JACCIS, which well exceeds the threshold objective of 20% improvement. 

• JACCIS version 1 . 1 was released to the DHS Data Center in October, 2011. 

• JACCIS version 1.1 provides an enhanced user interface, radiation licenses lookup, and facilitates 
requests for information. 

• JACCIS version 1.2 was released to production in February 2012 and provides the JAC with a database 
of deployed detectors. Subsequent releases in May 2012 and August 2012 will provide connectivity 
between JACCIS and the greater Los Angeles area’s detection assets (originally developed through the 
MCM prototype), and an interface to the Department of Energy Emergency Operations Center. 
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For FY 2013, JACCIS plans to integrate the JACCIS with the DHS Common Operating Picture, National 
Operations Center, and Homeland Security Infommtion Network. 

PNDO - Surge Posture 

Question: DNDO continues to pursue a “surge” posture and the ^ility to quickly coordinate information and 
asset deployments in response to intelligence-driven threat information on radiological and nuclear threats. 

Please describe any program increases, new initiatives, or continuing initiatives in the FY13 budget that DNDO 
views as central to strengthening surge capabilities. 

ANSWER: The operational concept of “surge” to an enhanced steady state or search contributes to the 
development and enhancement of a Global Nuclear Iktection Architecture (GNDA) that is agile, adaptive, and 
can respond in a timely and effective manner with DHS Component, Interagency, and state and local resources to 
intelligence or law enforcement information regarding a credible threat. There is no one program or set of 
programs which solely support development of a “surge” capability. DNDO, in concert with the Interagency, 
takes a holistic approach to capability development. DHS Component, as well as our Interagency, state and local 
partners, work to plan, conduct operational coordination, analyze and share intelligence and information, as well 
as capabilities to search, screen and delect to support the GNDA. Once plans are in place, and agencies are 
equipped and trained, an agile and adaptable architecture that can surge in response to a potential threat will be 
achieved. 

In DNDO’s capability development and program prioritization, the program’s ability to support an agile and 
adaptable GNDA is one factor in considering a program’s budget priority. Some of the programs which 
contribute to the creation of an agile and adaptable architecture include: 

• Securing the Cities 

• Operations Support 

• Training and Exercises 

• Fixed, Mobile, Transportable Rad/Nuc Systems Acquisition 

• Human Portable Tripwire 

• Interior Capability Development 

• Land Border Capabilities 

• Long Range Detection 

• Maritime Small Vessel Standoff Detection 

• Mission Critical Messaging 

• Mobile Detection and Deployment Program 

• State and Local User’s Group 

Question: DNDO indicated last year that it was working with the National Counterterrorism Center (NCTC) to 
develop likely intelligence-driven threat scenarios around which to structure surge architecture protocols. How 
has this work progressed, and has DNDO begun to structure its protocols around those scenarios / models? 

ANSWER: A threat scenario was informally vetted with the NCTC in March 201 1 to support a “surge” 
modeling effort designed to estimate the probability of successful terrorist interdiction at steady-state using the 
threat scenario. DNDO then modeled one scenario based on the threat scenario with varying levels of deployed 
detection resources (“surge”) to determine the impact on probability of success. This effort and the concept of 
operations developed to support it have informed the DHS GNDA Concept of Operations, which is expected to be 
completed in the summer of 2012. 
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DNDO - Domestic Airport Deployment Project 

Question; DNDO risk analysis has identified air cargo as a high-risk pathway for potential radiological/nuclear 
threats. The request for Systems Acquisition includes $1,355,000 for the Domestic Airport Deployment project, 
which calls for deployment of about 1 1 fixed systems at major international air cargo checkpoints, to be 
followed after FY 2013 with possible acquisition and deployment of mobile or relocatable systems. Could you 
describe the benefits to CBP operations of having alternatives to the current use of human portable systems for 
this purpose, given that DNDO is proposing a significant purchase of such systems for both CBP and the Coast 
Guard? In addition, what is your current estimate for the possible cost of deploying a comprehensive system to 
screen at air ports of entry? 

ANSWER: The Department recognizes and concurs with the interest of Congress to improve the security of air 
cargo as expressed in the Conference Report accompanying the Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2012. To 
meet this challenge with respect to the Global Nuclear Detection Architecture, the funds requested for the 
Domestic Airport Deployment project in the FY 2013 President’s Budget will develop and field capabilities for 
scanning international air cargo at air ports of entry (APOEs) by optimizing combinations of mobile, fixed, and 
human portable rad/nuc detection systems. 

All air cargo (express carriers, air freight and belly cargo) continues to be addressed by a layered defense 
strategy, including the use of the Customs-Trade Partnership Against Terrorism (C-TPAT) and the Advanced 
Targeting System (ATS). CBP employs handheld radiation detection equipment as part of the screening 
process for all high risk shipments. The express carriers account for approximately 70 percent of the total 
volume of air cargo imported into the United States and is already being scanned for radiation at the 1 00 percent 
level. The scanning 100% of high risk cargo, as determined by the Automated Targeting System (ATS), for 
radiological and nuclear (rad/nuc) material is currently performed by CBP Officers. Additionally, the two 
largest express carriers. Federal Express (FedEx) and United Parcel Service (UPS), perform scanning for 
radioactive threats on all shipments prior to departure to the U.S. 

Providing CBP with improved rad/nuc scanning detection equipment, including alternatives to human portable 
systems, will enhance their capability to scan a greater volume of in-bound air cargo, thereby increasing the 
layered security against unauthorized rad/nuc material entering the United States. 

An estimate is not available for the deployment of a comprehensive system that will screen in-bound air cargo. 
DNDO is currently in the process of determining what solution or set of solutions will best solve this problem in 
the long-term. The exact combination of systems across APOEs will be determined, in part, by the unique 
characteristics of each location, such as the volume and movement of cargo and the infrastructure available to 
support rad/nuc detection systems. 


DNDO - Securing the Cities 

Question: In the budget request, DNDO indicates that FYI 3 will be the last year for direct financial .support of 
the New York Region’s Securing the Cities (STC) efforts and that the NYC region will be transitioned to using 
local funds and / or other Federal grants. Is a funding transition plan being developed to ensure that New 
York’s capabilities are not diminished after the end of the STC pilot? If so, when does DNDO anticipate being 
able to provide the Committee with a review of the transition plan? 

ANSWER: The STC transition strategy is being developed to ensure established capabilities can be sustained 
over time with state and local support. DNDO intends to provide the appropriations staff with the status and 
progress as part of the bi-annual briefing required in the FY2012 Continuing Appropriation Law. 

Question: Congress provided DNDO with funding for a second STC location in FY 2012 and required DNDO 
to provide a report to the Committees on Appropriations before committing any funds to the new location. 
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DNDO requests additional funds in the FY 2013 budget request for maturing this second STC city, however, 
the Committee has not yet been notified whether one lx«n selected. When will the next site be selected, and 
when does DNDO anticipate initiating work with that locality? 

ANSWER: DNDO will use a competitive Funding Opportunity Announcement (FOA) to select the next STC 
implementation. We are planning to post this FOA for competition by eligible Urban Area Security Initiative 
cities by April 2012. Once the FOA is posted, the announcement contains a 90 day application window. DNDO 
anticipates an additional 90 days will be required to evaluate all applications and award a cooperative agreement 
to the selected locale. Upon award, DNDO will begin woric immediately with the selected city. 



193 


QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE David Price 

Secretary Janet Napolitano 
Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2012 DHS Budget Request 
February 15, 2012 


Bio Defense 


Question: Improving our nation’s bio-surveillance capabilities has been a top priority since my days as 
Chairman of this Subcommittee. While we have made some significant progress in this area, the Department 
still tends to put all of its eggs in one basket by investing heavily in technological solutions without taking full 
advantage of the diverse sources of “early warning” information that already exist in our public health system, 
in the private sector, and so forth. In addition, as the New York Times revealed in an extensive piece last 
October, there remains a troubling lack of coordination across the federal government when it comes to 
preparing for a biological attack. 

• Last fall, the DHS Office of Health Affairs briefed the Committee on its plan to re-vamp the National 
Biosurveillance integration Center, or NBIC, into a clearinghouse for promising biosurveillance pilot 
programs around the country, with the goal of identifying promising approaches and eventually bringing 
these capabilities “in-house”. Yet your FY 2013 budget request reduces funding for these efforts by one- 
third. How can you justify such a cut if it is truly your intent to diversify the Department’s biosurveillance 
capabilities? 

ANSWER: The FYi3 President’s request includes $8.0M for NBIC operations, an increase of Sl.OM over the 
FY12 budget request. The FY12 Appropriations bill provided for an additional $5.0M to support the National 
Collaborative for Bio-Preparedness, continuing efforts to demonstrate a statewide biosurveillance capability. 
The Sl.OM increase in NBIC operations will fund pilot projects designed to leverage the success and 
investments of initiatives that address core NBIC capabilities: collaboration, information sharing and 
integration, analysis, and user-defined reporting. 

Question: It is our understanding that late last year, the Department decided to conduct a comprehensive 
biodefense strategy review to ensure Departmental capabilities are appropriate and well grounded. Please 
discuss in more detail who initiated the review, who Is conducting it, what DHS Components are participating 
in the review, and what the timeframe for completion is. 

ANSWER: The Department initiated a strategic biodefense review in order to develop a Department-wide 
strategy to prevent, protect against, mitigate, respond to, and recover from a catastrophic biological event. This 
review includes representatives from the Federal Emergency Management Agency, the Office of Operations 
Coordination and Planning, the Science and Technology Directorate, the Office of Health Affairs, the Office of 
Infrastructure Protection, the Office of Intelligence and Analysis, the Office of the Genera! Counsel and the 
Office of Policy. The scope of the effort is twofold: 1) to ascertain and evaluate those capabilities DHS brings to 
the table as part of a national effort, and 2) to determine what biodefense capabilities DHS should have to 
adequately respond to this challenge. It is not designed to be a formal strategy or report, but a way to see how 
we can leverage resources more effectively with an eye towards potential collaborations in the future. The 
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working group plans to provide an update report to the Secretary this spring, and expects to present a final 
strategy in the summer of 20 1 2. 

Question: Which programs may be impacted by the results of the comprehensive biodefense strategy review? 
For example, we have been informed that BioWatch Generation 3 is on hold until the comprehensive review is 
concluded. Are other Office of Health Affaire or Science and Technology biological projects also on hold, and 
if so, which ones? 

ANSWER: No programs or projects will be on hold while the biodefense strategy review is being conducted. 
Rather, the final strategy will be used as a frameworic to guide DHS capacity and capability development in the 
near term. 

Question: What steps should be taken to better coordinate and integrate the efforts being undertaken by DHS, 
DoD, HHS, USDA and EPA? Do you believe having a singular official at the National Security Council 
responsible for biosurveillance coordination would enhance these efforts, as was the case under both the Clinton 
and George W. Bush administrations? 

ANSWER: The National Security Staff (NSS) is currently developing an integrated national biosurveillance 
strategy. NBIC efforts are aligned with and designed to complement the ongoing activities of the NSS and the 
White House Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP) with respect to the overall state of national 
biosurveillance. Furthermore the NSS has been fully engaged in the DHS initiative to enhance the NBIC and 
National Biosurveillance Integration System (NBIS). 

Future of Science and Technology 

Question: Our nation’s ability to respond to new and evolving threats requires a robust investment in scientific 
and technological research, and there is simply no other federal agency that funds research specific to our 
homeland security needs. Yet the Science and Technology (S&T) budget has been slashed by $338 million in 
the last eight months alone, going from just over a billion dollars in fiscal year 2010 to $668 million for the 
current fiscal year - and the amount devoted to research grants is only a portion of this amount. Thankfully, 
your 2013 budget requests $831.5 million for S&T, with $693.5 million being devoted to research (+$160 
million above 2012). I feel strongly that we must continue to further the mission of the Science and Technology 
Directorate, which is often forced to bear the burden of cost reductions within the Department due to its lack of 
frontline personnel. How is the Department prioritizing the various areas of S&T in which it has been investing 
in response to these severe budget cuts? Have these cuts increased our vulnerability to attacks, particularly as 
our enemies adapt to current countermeasures with new approaches? 

ANSWER: S&T represents the only major R&D resource for homeland security applications and first 
responders. It is important to recognize that many of S&T’s recent accomplishments are the result of previous 
programs that were funded consistently for multiple years prior to the FY12 budget cuts. R&D is a long term 
effort that typically requires 3-5 years to develop results. Consistent or sustained investment in S&T is the only 
way to ensure that DHS is sufficiently resourced for any future challenges. If S&T does not receive the amount 
requested by the FY13 President’s Budget, the Directorate's contributions to the Homeland Security Enterprise 
(HSE) could be severely limited in the future by consecutive years of reduced appropriations. 

In order to maximize what limited resources are available, S&T has two investment strategies. First, we have 
made the strategic decision to only fund research and development technology areas in which there is little or no 
funding from other government sources: biodefense, cybersecurity for unclassified networks, explosives 
detection technologies (with a focus on Home Made Explosives detection in aviation environments), and first 
responder technologies. Focusing our R&D funds to these areas ensures that critical technologies for the HSE 
will be funded adequately through transition. S&T will continue to support other technology areas with limited 
R&D funds, operational analysis, acquisition support, and systems engineering. 
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One activity S&T has budgeted for In FYI2 for long range research is “seedling” funding to each HSARPA 
division. This funding is targeted to be invested in emerging c^abilities that will enable HSARPA to maintain 
long range technology capability, even in the face of tite current, austere budget environment. Successful 
seedling programs will have the potential to be transition^ into larger programs in the future, if funding allows. 

The S&T Centers of Excellence (COEs) also play a substantial role in basic research in support of the DHS 
mission. In order to align COE efforts with DHS Component missions, S&T utilizes DHS Component subject 
matter experts (SME) to identify and describe their most pressing problems that can be addressed by university 
research. Projects and performers are then selected after proposals have been evaluated for scientific rigor. This 
enables S&T to leverage university driven basic research with a goal of developing technologies that will 
directly impact the DHS mission. 

Additionally, S&T is actively seeking to collaborate with other federal agencies in R&D areas important to 
DHS missions. Under Secretary O’Toole is a co-chair of the DHS-DOD Capabilities Development Working 
Group (CDWG) with Mr. Frank Kendall, DOD Acting Under Secretary for Defense for Acquisition, 
Technology, and Logistics and Mr. Rafael Borras, DHS Under Secretary for Management. The CDWG 
provides an executive level forum for coordination of technology and management issues of mutual interest to 
both departments. She is also a co-chair of the Committee on Homeland and National Security of the National 
Science and Technology Council with Mr. Zach Lemnios, Assistant Secretary of Defense for Research and 
Engineering, and Mr. Philip Coyle, Associate Director, National Security and International Affairs Division, 
Office of Science and Technology Policy. DOD and DHS have been working together through these venues to 
identify areas where we can share resources to preserve critical capabilities that are funded solely by the 
government. For example, the CDWG is collaborating in the area of biometrics to ensure efforts are not 
duplicative and both organizations, along with the Department of Justice, have a long term strategy for future 
challenges. 

Also, S&T’s Apex projects address high-priority problems identified by DHS Component heads with charters 
signed by the Component head and the S&T Under Secretary. Apex projects support S&T’s goal to rapidly 
develop and deliver technology solutions to be integrated into homeland security operations. The current Apex 
project is jointly staffed by S&T and the USSS. The project’s purpose is to arm USSS personnel with better 
technology to enhance the USSS protective mission. The project has two compatible approaches. The first is to 
improve USSS acquisition processes and budget planning. This will enable the USSS to streamline and 
accelerate the acquisition of the advanced technologies it needs to perform its vital mission. The second goal, 
which is dependent on the first, is to deploy cutting-edge technology — both new and emerging — to strengthen 
USSS protective operations. The resulting products will help USSS personnel protect high-level government 
leaders. 

Together, these activities may enable DHS S&T to preserve long term capability in the face of an extremely 
restrictive budget environment. 


Sequestration 

Question 71: The Budget Control Act set caps on discretionary “security” and “nonsecurity” spending for 
fiscal years 2012 and 2013 at $1,043 and $1,047 trillion, respectively. The security category comprises 
discretionary appropriations for the Departments of Defense, Homeland Security and Veterans Affairs, the 
National Nuclear Security Administration, the intelligence community and international affairs budget 
functions. Under that law, those limits are adjusted when appropriations are provided for overseas contingency 
operations and for certain types of disaster relief. For 2012, security spending was set at $684 billion. 

The Budget Control Act also established limits on discretionary spending from 2013-2021, with only the first 
year having a specified “security cap.” For 2014 onwards, the law set only one cap for all discretionary 
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spending. The law also set a different level of discretionary spending if lawmakers did not enact legislation 
originating from the Joint Select Committee on Deficit Reduction that would reduce projected deficits by at 
least $1.2 trillion. 

The Deficit Reduction Committee efforts fell apart last November, setting the stage for automatic cuts to both 
mandatory and discretionary spending beginning in January 2013, as well as reverting back to the 
defense/nondefense spending categories. While the 2013 cap of $1,047 trillion is not impacted, FY13 funding 
is subject to sequestration, which CBO anticipates will be -$97 billion. The caps on budget authority would be 
further reduced each year (for fiscal years 2014-2021), with the 2014 limit set at $973 billion. 

• Madam Secretary, after eight years of steady funding increases for the Department, we have now entered an 
era of flat or declining budgets for the foreseeable future. In addition, we have the looming threat of 
sequestration in January 2013, which would mean an additional 7.4 percent cut to your programs unless 
Congress can produce an alternative deficit reduction plan. In a broad sense, can you talk about the 
potential impact of sequestration on the Department, particularly coming on top of the lower funding levels 
you have already received over the past two years? How many frontline personnel could be impacted or 
eliminated? How would the Department prioritize its operations? 

ANSWER: In the Budget Control Act (BCA), both parties in Congress and the President agreed to tight 
spending caps that reduce discretionary spending by $1 trillion over 10 years. Discretionary spending is 
reduced from 8.7 percent of GDP in 20! 1 to 5.0 percent in 2022. The Administration’s FY 2013 budget 
submission reflects that agreement, and difficult trade-offs were made to meet these very tight caps. 

The BCA further specifies future reductions to discretionary and mandatory spending to achieve deficit savings 
if the Joint Select Committee on Deficit Reduction does not reach an agreement. Since these reductions are not 
scheduled to begin to take effect until January 2, 2013, their exact impact on the Department is not yet known 
and will be dependent upon the FY 20! 3 appropriations are enacted by Congress. 

In order to sustain frontline operations in recent years while facing declining budgets, the Department has taken 
significant reductions to administrative and mission support functions over the past three years. We’ve been 
able to achieve over S3 billion in cost avoidances and savings. 

Additional cuts of the magnitude outlined in the BCA sequestration would directly impact DHS’s frontline 
operations - rolling back significant progress in securing our nation’s borders; increasing wait times at our 
Nation’s land ports of entry and airports; impacting aviation and maritime safety and security; defending critical 
infrastructure from attack; hampering disaster response time; and eliminating the cyber security infrastructure 
that has been developed in recent years. 

An 8 percent sequester cut, which is roughly the level anticipated by the BCA, tran.slates to over $3 billion in 
reductions to DHS activities and requirements. This cut is larger than the combined budgets of the Federal Law 
Enforcement Training Center, the Science and Technology Directorate, Domestic Nuclear Detection Office, 
Analysis and Operations, Office of Health Affairs, and the Department’s management and operations (total 
combined is $2.7 billion). 


New Travel and Tourism Policy bv the White House : 

Question: On January 19‘^, the President announced a new White House policy to promote travel and tourism. 
Included in that policy were a number of DHS initiatives, specifically: 

1 . CBP’s Global Entry Program will be made permanent (it is currently a pilot) and DHS is adding four new 
cities — Charlotte, Phoenix, Denver, and Minneapolis/St Paul. 
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2. ISA’s Pre-Check program is being expanded. Pre-Check is a risk-based, intelligence driven screening 
program currently being tested with a number of airlines in a few airports. Under this pilot, some passengers 
receive expedited screening when traveling domestically, permitting TSA screeners to focus more carefully 
on “high risk” passengers. 

3. The departments of State and DHS will lead an effort to increase non-immigrant visa processing in China 
and Brazil by 40% in 2012 - ensuring that 80% of non-immigrant visa applicants will be interviewed within 
3 weeks of application. 

4. State and DHS will also seek to expand the visa waiver program (VWP). State has nominated Taiwan for 
VWP designation, and DHS is commencing the review process. Under VWP, participating nationals can 
travel to the United States for tourism or business for stays of 90 days or less without obtaining a visa. To 
date, 36 countries have VWP. 

* I wholly support improving the entry experience for international travelers to the United States as well as 
developing a more tailored (targeted?) screening process in general, so I welcome the White House policy. 
That being said, has the Department conducted any review of the Global Entry pilot or TSA’s Pre-Check 
program, which both have very limited participation, showing that these pilots are effective in improving 
screening while more adeptly identifying risks? If not, how can you justify expanding Pre-Check and 
making global entry pennanent? 

ANSWER: Both CBP’s Global Entry and the Transportation Security Administration (TSA) Pre/™ are part 
of the Department’s risk-based security programs, which enables us to focus our resources on those passengers 
who could pose the greatest risk while providing expedited screening and a better travel experience, to those we 
consider our low-risk, trusted travelers. 

Global Entry — now available at 24 U.S. international airports — allows pre-approved members a streamlined, 
automated alternative to regular passport processing lines. The program currently reduces average wait times 
by more than 70 percent, with more than 75 percent of travelers using Global Entry processed in under five 
minutes. A final nile regarding the Establishment of the Global Entry Program was published in the Federal 
Register on February 6, 2012 (77 FR 5681) and became effective on March 7, 2012. 

All Global Entry applicants undergo a rigorous background check and interview before enrollment. At Global 
Entry kiosks, members insert their machine readable passport or lawful permanent resident card into a 
document reader, provide digital fingerprints for comparison with fingerprints on file, answer customs 
declaration questions on the kiosk’s touch-screen, and then present a transaction receipt to CBP officers before 
leaving the inspection area. 

While Globa! Entry’s goal is to expedite travelers through the international arrival process, members may be 
selected for further examination when entering the United States. Any violation of the program’s terms and 
conditions will result in appropriate enforcement action and revocation of the traveler’s memberehip privileges. 

Over the last three years, we have enrolled over 270,000 members in Global Entry who have used its expediting 
processing over 1.9 million times. 


TSA Prey™ enhances aviation security by pre-screening travelers who volunteer to participate. Eligible 
participants include certain frequent flyers as well as members of CBP Trusted Traveler programs including 
Global Entry, SENTRI, and NEXUS who are U.S. citizens and are flying on participating airlines at 
participating airports. 
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TSA pre-screens TSA Pre/ passengers each time they fly through participating airports. The eligible traveler's 
boarding pass reflects eligibility for expedited screening and enables the passenger to use TSA’s Pre/ lane. 
TSA Pre/ travelers are able to divest fewer items, which may include leaving on their shoes, jacket, and light 
outerwear, as well as other modifications to the standard screening process. As always, TSA will continue to 
incorporate random and unpredictable security measures throughout the security process. At no point are TSA 
Pre^/ travelers guaranteed expedited screening. 


Based on the results TSA has received from its initial proof of concept, we have found that TSA Pre/”^^ 
provides an effective way to focus limited resources on high risk or unknown risk passengers, while providing 
expedited screening for low risk passengers. 

By the end of 2012, TSA expects to expand TSA Prey^*^ to 35 of our busiest airports. 

Question: And more broadly, do you have the necessary resources both in 2012 and requested in 2013 to 
accommodate ail of these changes, including exj^dited visa processing and visa waiver reviews? 

ANSWER: The Department of Homeland Security (DHS) has the resources necessary to make Global Entry 
permanent, expand TSA Prey™, and address visa policy and processing changes. As of February 23, 2012, 
travelers have used Global Entry kiosks more than 1.9 million times, representing a savings of 32,000 officer 
hours. Global Entry allows U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) to use its existing resources more 
efficiently. As with Global Entry, TSA PreyT*^ will be expanded using existing resources, and will not require 
additional funding. The increase in visa issuances following implementation of the visa interview waiver pilot 
program will increase the volume of travelers coming to the United States, but no one Port of Entry is expected 
to endure the burden of the increased volume. Wait times are expected to only be marginally affected. 

The Presidenf s Fiscal Year (FY) 2013 budget request contains the necessary resources to conduct the required 
V WP reviews. The State Department would be best positioned to respond to the remaining portion of the 
question with regard to expedited visa processing. 

First Responder Communications 


Question: One of the last remaining recommendations of the 9/1 ICommission is the creation of a nationwide 
public safety communications network. Two primary options have emerged for utilizing the “D Block” of 700 
mghz spectrum - auctioning it off for commercial use or setting it aside to establish a public safety 
communications network. 

• Do you believe Congress should be setting aside the D Block of spectrum for public safety purposes? 

ANSWER: Yes. Title VI of the Middle Class Tax Relief and Job Creation Act of 2012 (Pub. L. 112-96)was 
signed into law by the President on February 22, 2012. The Administration supported using the “D Block” for 
public safety purposes. A significant benefit of using the “D Block” for public safety is that it is located close 
to electromagnetic spectrum currently used for public safety. Combining the “D Block” with existing public 
safety broadband spectrum creates a contiguous spectrum band that provides the best opportunity to mitigate 
interoperability issues. 

As an example, having similar propagation characteristics throughout the band improves building penetration 
capability for First Responders. This provides a cost benefit due to lower power requirements to transmit a 
signal through a building. Additionally this would allow public safety agencies to procure commercial off-the- 
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shelf (COTS) devices at reduced costs by leveraging standardized requirements. The use of a single frequency 
band and COTS devices has the potential to reduce the ^ning time and equipment complexity for the users. In 
the future, transitioning from a Land Mobile Radio device driven network to a service application network 
allows First Responders to utilize multiple devices to meet a variety of public safety missions. 

Question: Many states have tried and failed, mostly due to cost, to create their own interoperable networks. Do 
you have any estimate on what it would cost to establish a nationwide network? And is the technology to do so 
currently available? 

ANSWER: The “Middle Class Tax Relief and Job Creation Act of 2012” established the First Responder 
Network Authority, which is authorized to assess and collect the following fees: network user fee, lease fees 
related to network capacity, and lease fees related to network equipment and infrastructure usage. 

Utilizing a public-private partnership is expected to be the best approach to implementing public safety 
broadband networks because of the reduced costs and the opportunity to achieve nationwide interoperability. In 
the Omnibus Broadband Initiative, the FCC estimated that it would cost $12 to $16 billion over 10 years to fund 
a nationwide broadband network for emergency response agencies. This estimate was based on an FCC 
sponsored study in 2010 and DFIS believes these figures represent an accurate and reliable estimate of the costs 
of deploying a nationwide interoperable network. Cost estimates are determined based on critical factors such 
as coverage reliability, building penetration margin, total capacity requirements, maximum data rate, and build- 
out requirements. Capacity requirements can have a particularly large impact on cost. Designing a system to 
support mission-critical video roughly doubles the cost. 

There are presently several efforts underway to implement current and emerging technology through public- 
private partnerships to achieve the goal of an interoperable nationwide broadband network. The DHS Joint 
Wireless Program Management Office is currently investigating a tactical communications modernization 
strategy that employs an interoperable nationwide broadband public safety network leveraging a subscription 
model for services with commercial carriers. As of January 2012 the FCC has granted 22 waivers for localities 
across the United States to augment their voice only public safety networks with broadband data applications 
utilizing Long Term Evolution technology. 


Dissatisfaction with DHS 


Question: According to the American Customer Satisfaction Index, following a substantial decline in 2010, 
citizen satisfaction with the services provided by the U.S. federal government rebounds this year, up 2.3% to 
66,9. The gain erases almost half of the large 4.8% decline between 2009 and 2010. However, people were not 
happy with certain Departments, including DHS. The survey revealed that satisfaction with DHS was at 59 
percent, well below the Department of Defense which had the highest satisfaction rate. And satisfaction varied 
among DHS entities, with TSA being low and CIS scoring highly. As Secretary, does low consumer 
satisfaction with DHS concern you? What are some concrete examples you can provide in ways that your 
Component agencies are working to enhance the public perception of their services? 

ANSWER: While our primary focus is the safety and security of the nation, providing quality customer service 
to the public is of the utmost importance. Below are several concrete examples of ways we are improving 
customer service at DHS. 


TSA: 

• In September 201 1 , TSA deployed a modified screening procedures for children, which enabled officers 
to focus their efforts on higher-risk individuals and have helped improve the traveling experience for 
children and their guardians. 

• During 2011, TSA began the Pre Check pilot program, enabling expedited screening for knowi 
travelers. Customer satisfaction data from both TSA and the airlines demonstrate high levels of 
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satisfaction with the screening experience. TSA recently minounced the expansion of this program to 
additional airlines and airports based on the successful results of this pilot. 


USCIS: 

• The Integrated Voice Response (IVR) system was reengineered to enable callers to reach 

live assistance faster. The new system reduces the number of main menus from seven to three, a change 
that reduces the time needed to listen to the entire menu from approximately 3 minutes to just 38 
seconds. 

• The processing of forms was centralized with more than 85 percent of all incoming forms and fees 
flowing through USCIS’s centralized Lockbox network. The centralization of this process benefits our 
customers through increased security and quicker processing for a range of immigration benefits. 


FEMA; 

• Efforts continue to improve and launch FEMA mobile applications for smart phones, 

which will help individuals plan and respond to an emergency situation in their geographical area. 


CBP: 

• CBP expanded the capacity of its “CBP Info Center” to respond to calls, e mails, and written inquiries 
from private industry and the public seeking to enter the United States, enhancing compliance and 
increasing client satisfaction. 

• CBP continues to promote and expand our Trusted Traveler Programs (NEXUS, SENTRI, FAST and 
Global Entry) in concert with private sector and government partners to increase membership, enhancing 
our ability to promote and facilitate legitimate travel. 

Customer service training is also integrated throughout DHS. DHS currently offers 15 online courses for DHS 
employees to improve their customer service skills, outside of the day-to-day feedback that is provided by 
supervisors to their employees. 


Data Center Consolidation 


Question: DHS has undertaken an initiative to move DHS Component agencies' data systems from the 
agencies’ multiple existing data centers to two DHS consolidated centers. With funding requested in the 2013 
budget, DHS plans to complete the migration of CBP, TSA, and USCIS. 

• What is the current status of the department’s data center migration efforts? Please answer by each 
Component agency, including showing a timeline for when data center consolidation will be completed and 
what tasks still remain to be done before this consolidation is completed. 

• What savings has the Department realized to date as a result of the data center migration effort? 

• What are the potential cost savings associated with consolidation of DHS legacy Component data centers? 

ANSWER: Below is the current status of the Department’s data center migration efforts by Component. 

CBP 

Customs and Border Protection (CBP) maintained three primary sites. Two of those sites have 
completed consolidation - the Commercial Recovery Facility in 2008 and the ACE Tysons site in 201 1 . 
The remaining CBP site at Newington (NDC) is CBP’s largest legacy data center. It has been 
undergoing consolidation projects since 2009 on a system by system basis. CBP has also used the 
migration effort as an opportunity to upgrade its systems and consolidate its equipment at Data Center I 
(DCl) in Stennis, MS. FY 2013 funds are targeted for CBP to complete its consolidation activity from 
the Newington site by the end of FY 2014. 
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ICE 

U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) has several legacy sites. This includes the DOJ 
facilities in Rockville and Dallas that are shared with USCIS and USVISIT. ICE has completed its 
transition from DOJ Dallas with FY 2010 funding and plans to complete its migration from DOJ 
Rockville by the end of the second quarter in FY 2012. ICE’s other primary sites are smaller than the 
DOJ facilities and consist of the Potomac Center North (PCN) facility in Washington, DC and the Cyber 
Crimes Center (C3) in Fairfax, VA. ICE also has many minor sites that may migrate appropriate systems 
as part of their overall consolidation efforts. The PCN and C3 site consolidations are currently being 
funded with FY 201 1 funds and are targeted to complete by the end of FY 2012. 

NPPD 

The National Protection and Programs Directorate (NPPD) Federal Protective Service (FPS) Megacenter 
sites are four primary sites. These locations are currently undergoing discovery and planning efforts with 
FY 201 1 funds to identify appropriate systems for migration to the Enterprise Data Centers (EDCs). The 
overall consolidation of these sites is expected in the first quarter of FY 2013. 

USCIS 

U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services (USCIS) has many primary sites including the DOJ facilities 
and Service Centers located throughout the country. USCIS completed its migration from the DOJ 
Dallas and Rockville facilities in the first quarter of FY 2012, including the migration of its mainframe 
production and Disaster Recovery (DR) to DCl and Data Center 2 (DC2) in Clarksville, VA, 
respectively. The Technology Engineering Consolidation Center (TECC) is a large site migrating both 
production and development/testing environments to the EDCs. Consolidation activity from TECC is 
planned for FY 2012 and FY 2013, requiring funds from both fiscal years. It is planned to complete 
consolidation by the first quarter of FY 2014. The consolidation of appropriated systems from the 
USCIS multiple Service Centers (in Texas, Vermont, California, Nebraska and Missouri) and the 
Headquarters site in Washington, DC are targeted for complete consolidation by the end of FY 2015. 

USVISIT 

U.S. Visitor and Immigrant Status Indicator Technology (USVISIT) obtained its funding in FY 2010 for 
its migration efforts. USVISIT has upgraded and set up new environments for its systems at DCl and 
DC2. The migration from DOJ Dallas was completed as of the fourth quarter in FY 201 1, and 
completion of its transition from DOJ Rockville is expected to complete by the end of the second quarter 
in FY 2012. 

usss 

U.S. Secret Service (USSS) has two legacy data center sites, its Production site and its 
Bookstore/Altemate site. Migration of systems is currently being planned and funded utilizing FY 201 1 
funds. The Bookstore site is targeted for closure by the first quarter of FY 2013. Meanwhile because of 
specific USSS requirements and other consolidation activity involving USSS, discussions between DHS 
and USSS on the disposition of the Production site are ongoing. 

FEMA 

FEMA has the most legacy sites targeted for consolidation to the EDCs, including several facilities 
located at the Mount Weather (MTW) complex. Currently, FEMA has completed the migration of one 
legacy site (Northern Virginia Commercial center/SAVVIS) and is expecting the completion of MTW 
buildings 429 and 431 as well as it DAIP site in Plano, TX, in the remainder of FY 2012 utilizing 
primarily previous years’ funding. With FY 2012 and FY 2013 planning, FEMA is expected to target 
remaining Mount Weather facilities as well as their Disaster Operations Center. Consolidation of the 
Mount Weather and National Processing Service Center sites (Maryland and Texas) and the National 
Capital Region Headquarters site is planned for completion by the end of FY 2015. 
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TSA 

The Transportation Security Administration (TSA) already completed the migration of two legacy 
sites - the IBM St. Louis Hosting Center in Hazelwood, MO, and the TSA Headquarters site in 
Arlington, VA. The next targeted center is the Atlantic City Tech Center where the FAMS (Federal Air 
Marshals) systems are located. With FY 201 1 smd FY 2012 funding, TSA/FAMS is expected to 
complete its consolidation to DC2. Projects are underway and the consolidation is expected to complete 
by the first quarter of FY 2013. The migration fiom the TTAC (Transportation Threat Assessment and 
Credentialing) operations centers is currently in the planning project phase also. While the Colorado 
Springs site is designated to complete fimt, the migration projects will involve both Colorado Springs 
and Annapolis Junction sites as their operations are intertwined. Lastly, the final TSA location involves 
systems at the National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) site. The complete migration of systems 
from NTSB and Annapolis Junction is planned by the end of FY 2015. 

USCG 

The U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) primary center at Martinsburg, WV, is not planned for consolidation to 
the DHS EDCs. The Finance Center has designated funds in FY 2012 and is expected to complete 
appropriate consolidation activity by the second quarter of FY 2013. The Aviation Logistics Center is 
planned for consolidation by the end of FY 2015. 

The following success stories highlight the short-term savings and/or other gained efficiencies/upgrades for 
several completed data center consolidation efforts: 

HQ's Ashbum and Stafford Data Centers - In Q3 FY 2008 HQ data centers in Ashbum and 
Stafford, Virginia were part of a single contract and jointly moved to the DHS Enterprise Data 
Center in Hancock Co., Mississippi (DCl). Cost of operations prior to the move was 
approximately $19.2M/year. The total OYl DCI O&M cost was $15.2M, which covers 
substantially more applications than what was initially migrated from Ashbum Data Center and 
provides improved functionality in information systems and physical security. Short term 
savings is approximately $4.0M/year. 

CBP’s Commercial Recovery Facility - CBP’s data center facility completed migrating to DCl in 
Q2 FY 2008. Cost of operations prior to the move was approximately $ 1 7M/year which 
included O&M, Facility and Project Costs. Cost of operations after the move is $10.5M/year. 
Functionality was dramatically improved to include more equipment and services, more network 
bandwidth and more uptime for users. Prior to the migration, CBP was constrained to facility 
and equipment use only during declared disasters and semiannual testing. CBP now has 
unlimited access to equipment and systems. Furthermore, CBP has been able to increase the 
degree of continuity coverage. Short term savings is approximately $6.5M/year. 

TSA’s Hazelwood Data Center - TSA moved their primary system from Hazelwood, Missouri to 
DC2 in Q3 FY 2009. Cost of operations before the move was approximately $89.2M/year. Cost 
of operations after the move is $8 1 M/year, providing a total cost savings of $8.2M/year. 

FEMA Risk Maps - FEMA moved data center operations for their Mapping Information Platform (MIP) 
from its current hosting facility in Raleigh, NC to Enterprise Data Center 2 in April 201 1 . The MIP is a 
workflow based system and web portal that provides the latest tools and technology for digital flood 
map production. FEMA mapping partners can create, validate, store, track, and update reliable digital 
flood data using the MIP workflow process. This move increased efficiencies and produced a $5M 
annual savings. 

CBP's ACE Tyson’s Facility - CBP completed its migration activity from their ACE Tyson’s location 
(Tyson’s Corner, VA) to DC2 in Q4 FY 201 1. This allows CBP to end its facility contract of 



203 


approximately 2,200 square feet (approximately 38 rack spaces) and consolidate with other ACE 
systems at DC2. This move achieved consolidation efficiencies with facility cost avoidance of a DHS- 
estimated $700K. 

At current funding levels, DHS expects to start realizing a return on investment in FY 2020, with an anticipated 
overall cost savings/cost avoidance of $2.8 billion through FY 2030. 

Information Technology 

Question: The Information Technology Networking (derations Virtual Alliance (IT-NOVA) Operations & 
Maintenance contract is set to expire in late September 201 2. It is our understanding that the Department is 
exploring options to consolidate IT-NOVA and other DHS-wide information technology initiatives under a new 
program named Falcon. 

• What is the purpose and scope of Falcon and does the Department intend to further consolidate its 
information technology programs as part of Falcon or any other related consolidation effort? 

• What IT contracts will the Department manage versus individual DHS agencies? 

• What existing information technology programs and/or contracts do the Department anticipate would be 
consolidated and what level of cost savings would be expected to be achieved by a consolidation? 

• What funding is requested in the 2013 budget for this activity? Is the funding only within the Office of the 
Chief Information Officer or is it spread throughout DHS? 

ANSWER: Falcon is not a single acquisition. However, the Office of the Chief Information Officer (OCIO) 
intends to replace IT NOVA and other expiring contracts with managed services and enterprise services that are 
available from a range of existing contracts. Several service requirements will require new contracts. 

The Department may provide governance of the use of managed services and enterprise services. In general, the 
Department manages enterprise services. Both managed service and enterprise service contracts will be 
available for DHS Components to place orders and to manage with respect to their individual orders. 

The OCIO anticipates consolidating the current IT NOVA contract. Estimated cost savings will not be known 
until the contract is awarded. 

No additional funding was requested for this activity. It is anticipated that the contracts will be covered within 
the Department’s current budget. 


Visa Waiver Program 

Question: The Visa Waiver Program (VWP) allows eligible nationals from 36 member countries to travel to 
the United States for tourism or business for 90 days or less without a visa. Under the program, DHS 
implemented the Electronic System for Travel Authorization (ESTA), an automated, Web-based system, to 
assist in assessing passengers’ eligibility to travel to the United States by air or sea before they board a U.S.- 
bound carrier. In May 201 1, GAO reported that DHS had not fully evaluated the security risks related to the 
small percentage of VWP traveler who were allowed to board planes without verified ESTA approval, and 
recommended that DHS establish time frames for the regular review and documentation of such cases. 

• Why are some VWP travelers able to board planes without an ESTA approval? 

• DHS has established a review mechanism to evaluate whether these cases pose a security risk to the VWP. 
To what extent do the results of this review suggest that changes in ESTA implementation are needed? 
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ANSWER: The National Targeting Center vets pre-departure information of all travelers, regardless of ESTA 
status. Air carriers receive an electronic response from CBP indicating the traveler’s ESTA status at the time of 
check-in. In some cases, the traveler may have a visa of another type, which allows the airline to board the 
passenger, even of the traveler may not have an ESTA at that time. 

CBP continues to review the data to ensure data integrity in the systems. CBP is also developing a process to 
locate and validate visa information electronically and notify the carriers at the time of check-in. When GAO 
completed their assessment, the compliance rate was 98%. The compliance rate for ESTA is now over 99.5%. 

Question: DBS requires that VWP countries enter into specific information-sharing agreements with the 
United States. GAO determined that none of the agreements to provide biographical, biometric, and criminal 
history data have actually been implemented, and only about a third of the agreements to share watchlist 
information about known or suspected terrorists have been implemented. 

• Why have these agreements not been implemented? 

• What are the implications for the security of the VWP? 

• Does this lack of implementation suggest that DBS selected the wrong vehicles to meet the mandate for 
information-sharing among VWP partners? 

ANSWER: A provision of the Implementing Recommendations of the 9/1 1 Commission Act of 2007 
(P.L. 1 10-53) requires VWP countries to enter into information sharing agreements with the United States. 

DBS — ^with the support of interagency partners at the Department of State (DOS), the Department of Justice 
(DOJ), and the National Security Staff — has determined that this requirement can be fulfilled through the 
completion of a Preventing and Combating Serious Crime (PCSC) agreement to share information on potential 
criminals, a Homeland Security Presidential Directive-6 (HSPD-6) arrangement to share information on known 
and suspected terrorists, and a diplomatic note or equivalent mechanism to share information on lost and stolen 
passports with the United States through INTERPOL or the Regional Movement Alert System (RMAS). 

Through an interagency policy committee, DHS adopted a compliance strategy that ties completion of the 
information sharing agreements to each country's statutorily required review of continuing VWP eligibility. 
While the target dates of compliance vary depending on where each country falls in its statutory review cycle, 
all countries are expected to sign the information sharing agreements no later than June 2012. 

As of March 2012, 23 of the 36 VWP countries have either signed a PCSC agreement or, in one case, were 
deemed to have an equivalent agreement or arrangement in place to exchange information on potential 
criminals. Four additional VWP countries have agreed to final texts and we anticipate those to be signed within 
the coming months. Negotiations are also ongoing with several other countries. 

DHS and DOJ are working expeditiously to continue to construct the technical architecture necessary to 
commence real-time exchange of biometric information envisioned under the PCSC agreements and 
arrangements. While these efforts have been slowed by ratification of the agreements in foreign parliaments 
and database connectivity issues, full implementation is progressing. 

The first baseline exchanges of biometric information under the PCSC agreements and arrangements look place 
with a select group of partners in January 2012. These exchanges resulted in the receipt of criminal information 
that was previously unknown to U.S. law enforcement authorities, overcame a number of technical challenges, 
and provided a blueprint for more rapidly expanding exchanges. Additional partners have come online this 
month and more will be exchanging data beginning next month. While we continue to bring online the 
remaining PCSC agreements, we are able to and continue to exchange data on a manual basis, providing 
security benefits envisions by the information sharing agreements. 
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However, it is important to note that biometric crimiim! Information is already being shared with VWP partners 
on a daily basis through existing law enforcement channels and international agreements. The PCSC streamline 
and regularize these existing exchanges, allowing for a greater volume of queries and more rapid, automated 
responses. 

In addition, 24 of the 36 VWP countries have signed HSPD-6 arrangements. The DOS and the Terrorist 
Screening Center (TSC) are the lead for negotiating and implementing the HSPD-6 arrangement, the details of 
which can be briefed in a classified setting. The DOS and the TSC may be able to provide ftirther information 
on negotiation and implementation of the HSPD-6 airangeraent 

Furthermore, we are pleased to report that as of March 2012, all 36 VWP countries have completed an exchange 
of diplomatic notes or an equivalent mechanism for the requirement to enter into an agreement to share 
information on lost and stolen passports with the United States through fNTERPOL or RMAS. Most 
importantly, all VWP countries report lost and stolen passport data to INTERPOL or RMAS. 

As DHS and its interagency partners work with VWP countries to meet the information sharing requirements by 
June 2012, the Department continues to assess each country’s designation in the Program through the statutorily 
required reviews and a continuous monitoring process. Both the formal reviews and continuous monitoring 
process address issues that may impact a country’s VWP designation and/or pose a risk to U.S. interests. 

Use of Small Boats Throughout DHS 

Question: DHS has small boat forces with an estimated budget of nearly $829 million in fiscal year 2013. The 
DHS program review board identified four factors that limit efficiency, effectiveness, or interoperability of 
these forces — training, operations, procurement, and maintenance. In addition, two options were developed to 
strengthen DHS’s ability to manage these factors, including development of a departmental small boat 
management structure and a small boat acquisitions policy. Further areas to address included integrated 
strategic planning, unified performance measurement, department-wide force deployment, and policy 
requirements. 

• To what extent has DHS implemented the two options identified above to effectively manage its small boat 
forces? 

• In addition, what are the anticipated cost savings that will be achieved by DHS actions to address factors 
impeding the efficiency and effectiveness of DHS small boat forces, and to what extent are these cost 
savings reflected in the current budget? 

ANSWER: Boat management within DHS is largely performed directly by DHS operational Components and 
is coordinated by such means as a Senior Guidance Team (SGT) comprised of CBP, USCG, and ICE which 
discusses coordination of issues including boats and aviation assets. The SGT has led the drafting of the DHS 
Maritime Operations Coordination Plan to ensure operational coordination, planning, information sharing, 
intelligence integration, and response activities. The SGT has also facilitated the promulgation of the DHS 
Small Vessel Security Implementation Plan. Further, USCG and CBP co-chair the DHS Boat Commodity 
Council, which was established shortly after DHS was formed to foster a close working relationship between 
DHS Components that operate boats, and to develop procedures to optimize eflficiencies. Additionally, DHS 
acquisition policy has been strengthened with Management Directive 102, which covers all aspects of 
acquisition oversight including boats. 

DHS Boat Commodity Council cooperative initiatives have saved the Department over $9 million in 
procurement and maintenance costs since the Department’s formation and will continue to realize savings in the 
coming years. The Council's initiatives include an Interagency Support Agreement, in which CBP provides 
contracted preventive maintenance and casualty repair for high-speed interceptor boats. Furthermore, the Coast 
Guard and CBP share a facility in St. Augustine, FL where the Coast Guard performs depot-level maintenance 
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on approximately 1,600 Coast Guard outboard engine, and CBP performs depot-level maintenance on its boats. 
Additionally, CBP Office of Air and Marine and USCG share facilities at seven locations, thereby reducing 
expenses. Also, the joint procurement of boats, parts, and personnel protective equipment allows the 
Department to leverage greater buying power in the marketplace. 

DHS Aviation Fleet 


Question: DHS has the second largest aviation fleet in the U.S. government, which consumes about 4 percent 
of the DHS net discretionary budget. The DHS program review board identified five factors that, if addressed, 
would achieve cost savings and improve the efficiency, effectiveness, or interoperability of DHS aviation forces 
for the fiscal year 201 1 tluough 2015 program build. These factors included addressing mission overlap, 
duplication of ground facilities, fleet structure and acquisition, diversity of modular equipment, and duplication 
of information management systems. In addition, three options were developed to strengthen DBS’s ability to 
manage these factors, including regenerating a DHS avi^ion management capacity, unifying aviation 
acquisition, and standardizing aviation information management systems. 

• To what extent has DHS implemented the three options identified above to effectively manage its aviation 
forces? 

• In addition, what are the anticipated cost savings that will be achieved by DHS actions to address factors 
impeding efficiency and effectiveness of DHS aviation forces and to what extent are these cost savings 
reflected in the current budget? 

ANSWER: In November 2011, the Deputy Secretary established a standing working group on aviation 
commonality to engage, develop, and implement additional actions for improving aviation management, 
acquisitions, and efficiencies. The working group consists of senior CBP and USCG aviators, as well as the 
DHS Office of the Chief Administrative Office and Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation. Efforts are 
ongoing within this working group and will address each of the three options mentioned above. One deliverable 
of the working group is to provide recommendations to senior DHS leadership for the establishment of a 
permanent DHS aviation governance structure. 

The working group is currently exploring and identifying opportunities for future unifying aviation acquisitions. 
Once the evaluation is completed, these opportunities will be presented to senior DHS leadership. DHS 
Leadership intends to identify potential efficiencies within acquisition strategy, resource allocation and mission 
area that will allow the Department to enhance air asset utilization and coordination. The strategic, longer-term 
deliverables for the working group Includes developing a concept of operations for aviation coordination, 
consolidated proposals for implementation over 2014-2018 for recapitalization including a Joint aviation capital 
investment plan, and joint requirements development. There have been some successes in areas where neither 
Component has established practices including establishing a Joint Unmanned Aircraft System program office 
and CBP and USCG are working through operational challenges that exist. 

Additionally, in February 2012, Secretary Napolitano issued an Efficiency Review initiative regarding Aviation 
Equipment and Maintenance Services. The expected result Is to implement agreements to facilitate cross- 
Component transfer of excess aviation equipment and establish cross-Component maintenance teaming 
agreements for aviation assets. The primary intent is to avoid costs, improve management of DHS assets, and 
facilitate cross-Component collaboration and coordination. CBP and USCG have been tasked to establish and 
co-chair a joint committee to establish agreements for transferring excess aviation equipment and to determine 
the feasibility of establishing maintenance teaming agreements for common aviation assets or Components. 

DHS efforts are ongoing to develop an approach to unifying aviation acquisition, management capacity, and 
standardizing aviation information management systems. Consolidations, efficiencies, and potential costs 
savings are still under development. 
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Workforce Rebalancing 

Question: For the past few years, DHS been expanding its federal workforce by eliminating contractor 
positions and asking contractor employees to join the federal ranks performing similar or identical duties. Please 
update me on this activity. 

• What is being planned for in fiscal year 20 1 3? 

• Does DHS track insourced employees to determine if they remain on the federal payroll over the long-run? 

ANSWER: The formal Balanced Workforce Strategy (BWS), established in 2010, is a proactive approach to 
ensuring DHS: 

• Complies with applicable statutes, regulations, and policies, through a repeatable, documented decision- 
making process; 

• Determines the proper balance of federal and contractor workers for each Component activity; and 

• Reduces of mission risk while reducing or controlling cost as practicable. 

Initially, DHS focused on analyzing existing contracts, but in the fall of 201 1, DHS launched a pilot requiring 
reviews of potential contracts in high-risk product service codes (PSCs) prior to procurement. This pilot is set 
to be evaluated in June 2012, and revised policy will be implemented in FY 2013 based on lessons learned. 

DHS also plans to complete the acquisition and roll-out of a new BWS Tool in FY 2013 to ensure DHS 
effectively controls its mission with a properly balanced workforce. 

Currently, there are no plans to track the attrition of employees hired as a result of sourcing determinations 
reached through the BWS process. Given that BWS recommendations to increase the number of federal 
employees performing a function are based on the need to improve mission control, it is assumed that 
employees will remain or be replaced if they are not retained. 

CIS Transformation 


Question: To date, USCIS has spent approximately $700 million on Transformation, about $300 million more 
than originally estimated. The fiscal year 20 1 3 budget proposes to spend an additional $269.2 million from the 
Immigration Examination fee account. The Transformation project has been experiencing delays and problems. 
For example, the deployment of the first release of Transformation, scheduled to occur by December 16*^, has 
been delayed because pre-launch testing revealed a high number of “critical defects” that needed to be 
addressed. 

• What is the current cost estimate to complete business Transformation? 

• At this point, do you believe Transformation will be completed within the current 2013 estimate? 

• What is being done to ensure that Transformation is implemented in a timely fashion that avoids further 
delays and cost overruns? 

ANSWER: The Solution Architect contract (a 5-year, $491 million contract) to develop and deploy USCIS 
ELIS is one part of the Transformation initiative, which also includes related Information Technology (IT) 
enhancements, such as upgraded desktops for USCIS employees, interfaces, and enterprise architecture 
improvements. Our current estimate of the complete lifecycle cost of Transformation (all costs through 2022) is 
$2.45 billion, which includes IT enabling costs. Solution Architect contract costs, digitization, and ail other 
related expenses. From fiscal year 2006 through January 2012, USCIS has obligated $727.8 million on overall 
agency transformation, including: 
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• IT infrastructure upgrades {$ 1 57.9 million), 

• Digitization ($130.7 million), 

• Solution Architect contract costs ($296.3 million), and 

• Other related expenses ($142.9 million - includes government salaries and program management 
support contracts). 

Due to the complexity of the transformation effort, we expect the deployment of the final releases of USCIS 
ELIS to extend beyond the final option year of the Solution Architect contract which ends in March 2014. 

Using a modular software development approach beginning with the second major release will enable USCIS to 
introduce efficiencies in the software design, development, and testing process. As USCIS becomes more adept 
at using the modular software development approach, there may be an opportunity to streamline and enhance 
USCIS capability to deliver USCIS ELIS. The Transformation program is currently operating within the total 
projected budget for the program. 

As part of our continued contract performance and oversight efforts, we are closely monitoring the vendor’s 
progress in resolving issues identified during testing. As discussed above, beginning with Release A2, we are 
moving to a modular software development approach, which we believe will result in a more efficient and cost- 
effective process. Finally, USCIS has established the Transformation Executive Steering Committee to help 
strengthen and streamline our governance process. We believe these steps, coupled with the lessons we have 
learned from developing the first release of USCIS ELIS, will enable us to better deliver value to the public and 
USCIS employees. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE Norm Dicks 

Secretary Janet Napolitano 

Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security- 
FY 2013 DHS Budget Request 
February 15, 2012 


Polar Icebreakers 


Question: Secretary Napolitano, as you know, the Polar Star is expected to return to service soon; however the 
Polar Sea, the Coast Guard’s other remaining heavy polar icebreaker, remains in drydock pending 
decommissioning. Given the considerable need for additional icebreaking capacity, is the Department 
considering returning the Polar Sea to service? How much would it cost the Coast Guard to return the vessel to 
service? How would that cost compare with what we currently spend to hire foreign icebreakers to do this 
work? 

ANSWER: No, the Department is not considering returning POLAR SEA to active service. As noted in the 
Business Case Analysis (BCA) delivered to Congress in November 201 1 , it would not be cost effective to 
continue the efforts to extend the service life of the POLAR SEA. As identified in the BCA, a more cost 
effective solution to retaining polar icebreaking capability, long term, is to build a new polar icebreaker, which 
the Department has proposed to initiate in the FY 2013 President’s Budget. 

Based on its current condition, the Coast Guard’s estimate to complete all required repairs on the failed engines, 
and restore onboard systems is at least $90 million in one-time costs. Reactivation would also require an 
additional, aimual recurring cost of at least $30 million for operations and maintenance, which includes a new 
crew as the former crew of the POLAR SEA has been transferred to the POLAR STAR to facilitate its ongoing 
reactivation efforts. 

DHS does not contract to hire foreign icebreakers. The National Science Foundation has utilized foreign 
icebreakers in the past for specific missions, but the Department is unaware of the exact contract costs for the use 
of those vessels. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE John Carter 


Secretary Janet Napolitano 

Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2013 DHS Budget Request 
February 15, 2012 


Training Partnership Grants 

Question: The DHS budget request seeks to fundamentally reform the FEMA grants structure. While I 
strongly support competition in the procurement process, the direction you propose to take the Training 
Partnership Grants concerns me in that it negates the significant investment Congress has made through the 
National Domestic Preparedness Consortium. It seems to me that this new direction would simply create 
duplicative programs rather than bolstering existing programs. I have been told that the current backlog of first 
responders seeking training through existing programs is over 20,000. How does the newly proposed structure 
of the I’raining Partnership Grants and your request for $60 million seek to address this backlog and better meet 
the demands of our first responders? 

ANSWER: The Training Partnership Grants are not duplicative with the existing National Domestic 
Preparedness Consortium (NDPC). The Training Partnership Grants replace the NDPC grants and Continuing 
Training Grants. Under the proposed Training Partnership Grants, funding will be awarded competitively to 
entities (e.g., State, local, tribal, and territorial governments; universities and higher education institutions; and 
nonprofits) that have demonstrable expertise and can develop/deliver training and education curriculum relevant 
to the core capabilities in the National Preparedness Goal. Other grant recipients (including former recipients 
under the NDPC grants and Continuing Training Grants) will be able to compete for the Training Partnership 
Grants. Facility-based training and education centers will be awarded multi-year grants in order to ensure year- 
to-year stability in the delivery of training and education. As a condition of the award, the grantee will develop 
or offer a training program that is self-sustaining in the outyears. This means that the grant funding received 
will address program start-up costs and curriculum development in year one, while over time recurring training 
costs will be reimbursed via training attendees (i.e.. Federal, State, local jurisdictions will utilize their respective 
program or grant funding to attend the training). 

By incorporating competition into the training programs in FY13, FEMA hopes to encourage greater 
efficiencies as well as new ideas and innovation. FEMA recognizes there are hundreds of institutions ready, 
willing and able to provide education opportunities to homeland security and emergency management officials. 
The training partnership grants, grant fUnding to States and locals that can be utilized for training, as well our 
current two federal training facilities (i.e.. Emergency Management Institute and Center for Domestic 
Preparedness) will all be utilized to meet the demands of first responders. 

Question: In awarding funds to new program participants they will have to go through curricula approval as 
well as undergo the significant cost and time investments which it lakes to stand up a new program. Won’t this 
create a lag in available training opportunities? 

ANSWER: The current NDPC recipients will be eligible to comi^te for the Training Partnership Grants. That 
said, if new recipients are awarded, FEMA will transition the existing curricula to the new partner in a similar 
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manner to a new contract award. While there will be some time associated with potential transition to new 
recipients, training opportunities will not be hindered, and we will work with our existing federal training 
institutions (i.e.. Emergency Management Institute and Center for Domestic Preparedness) to ensure continuity. 

Transportatiop Security Administration 

Question: Madam Secretary, in your written testimony you note that since 2002 “the overall cost of aviation 
passenger security has grown by more than 400 percent.” in response, the administration has proposed a 
restructuring of the aviation passenger security fee that would pass some of this cost onto passengei^. However, 
over the years TSA has wasted countless dollars on t^hnologies and training programs that have shown a lack 
of strategic planning. For example, TSA has invested over $800 million over the last four years in the 
Screening Passengers by Observation Techniques (SPOT), a behavior detection program, and will require over 
$1 billion more over the next five years. But there is no scientific consensus on the effectiveness of these 
methods. Prior to that, TSA procured 206 “puffers” worth $39 million before concluding that the puffers were 
unable to detect explosives in an operational environment. Wouldn’t you agree that TSA needs to take steps to 
reduce waste, utilize resources more efficiently, and ensure that all threat detection programs and technologies 
have been rigorously tested and scientifically proven effective before you pass costs onto passengers? 

ANSWER: The Department of Homeland Security’s budget request reflects this administration’s strong 
commitment to protecting the homeland and our unprecedented dedication to fiscal discipline. Since the 
aviation security fee was established following 9/1 1, it has not been adjusted for inflation or increased costs of 
providing security for the traveling public. The proposed restructuring would provide TSA with the financial 
flexibility to meet increasing aviation security costs and better aligns the costs associated with providing 
passenger security to the direct beneficiaries. The Administration’s proposal makes progress towards fulfilling 
the intent of the Aviation and Transportation Security Act to cover the costs of aviation security through fees 
and not by the general taxpayers. 

Additionally, TSA has taken many steps to continue to improve the effectiveness of its layered security 
approach to address evolving threats. TSA’s behavior detection programs employ specialized behavioral 
analysis techniques to determine if a traveler should be referred for additional screening at the checkpoint. In 
2011, the American Institutes for Research (AIR), under the sponsorship of Department of Homeland Security’s 
Science and Technology Directorate (S&T), completed a large scale, independent operational study that 
compared TSA’s ability to identify “high risk travelers” using TSA’s existing SPOT Referral Report process 
with a random screening process. The results indicated that the SPOT program was significantly more effective 
than random screening; a traveler carrying fraudulent documents or dangerous/prohibited items was four times 
more likely to be identified using Operational SPOT versus random screening. TSA continues to work with 
DHS S&T and the broader research community to define and prioritize the research required to ftirther increase 
the effectiveness and efficiency of TSA’s behavior-based screening process. 

To accomplish its mission, TSA employs risk-based, intelligence-driven operations to prevent terrorist attacks 
and reduce the vulnerability of the Nation’s transportation system. While no layer on its own addresses all risk, 
in combination they create a strong and formidable system. To most effectively develop and deploy limited 
resources, TSA has made many improvements to its acquisition processes and testing of technological 
equipment. Since 2004, TSA has implemented a formal testing process, as documented in the Test and 
Evaluation Master Plan (TEMP), which is compliant with DHS’s Acquisition Directive 102. The TEMP 
establishes a framework that provides an overview of the testing processes followed for all screening 
technologies to ensure products meet design specifications, are safe, and are operationally effective and 
suitable. The test and evaluation strategy is consistent with the program acquisition strategy. All screening 
technology projects follow this testing process which includes, at a minimum, qualification test and evaluation 
(QT&E) conducted by both the DHS S&T Transportation Security Laboratory (TSL) and the TSA Systems 
Integration Facility (TSIF), and operational test and evaluation conducted by TSA’s Office of Security 
Capabilities (OSC) Test & Evaluation (T&E) Branch. The TSA OSC T&E Branch is recognized by the DHS 
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Director of Operational Test and Evaluation (OT&E) as an independent Operational Test Agent. QT&E tests 
equipment in a lab setting to verify technical requirements, such as detection; whereas, OT&E tests the system 
in use during actual airport screening operations to validate ite operational effectiveness and suitability. This 
multi-layered testing ensures that the equipment meete TSA’s mission needs in an operational setting prior to 
purchase. 

Human Trafficking 

Question: As you know, human trafficking is a heinous crime in which individuals are forced into what is 
commonly called modem-day slavery in which they are exploited for sex or labor. While U.S. citizens and 
permanent residents are all too often victims of human trafficking, today, I would like to ask you specifically 
about victims that are brought into the United States from foreign countries. In these cases, the first encounter 
many of these victims have with law enforcement is with either ICE or CBP officers. What, if any, training is 
required for ICE and CBP officers in order to help them identify and properly adjudicate cases of human 
trafficking? 

ANSWER: ICE’s Training Academy provides the following human trafficking training to basic, advanced, and 
international trainees: 

• The ICE Training Academy’s Special Agent Training program provides specialized instmction 
dedicated specifically to human trafficking. This training block is provided to all ICE Homeland 
Security Investigations (HSI) special agent trainees. This training covers all relevant aspects of human 
trafficking, including identifying signs of human trafficking, common methods of operation by human 
trafficking organizations and relevant sections of the United States Code for prosecuting human 
trafficking cases. 

• The ICE Training Academy’s Advanced Human Smuggling/Human Trafficking Training program is a 
56-hour training program that is throughout the year to veteran HSI special agents. This program 
provides advanced instmction and presentations specifically tailored to human trafficking. 

• The ICE Training Academy’s International Task Force Agent Training (ITAT) program also provides a 
trmning on human trafficking. This training block is provided to foreign law enforcement officers 
working in conjunction with the HSI attache offices throughout Central and South America. There are 
approximately four ITAT classes a year 

CBP developed training courses to provide CBP Officers and Agents formal training regarding the treatment 
and placement of juveniie/children taken into custody as a result of human trafficking. This training is 
regulated by the Fiores v. Reno Settlement Agreement, Homeland Security Act of 2002 and the Trafficking 
Victims Protection Reauthorization Act of 2008. 

CBP law enforcement employees are required to take annual training on Human Trafficking. As of March 2, 
2012, a total of 42,485 CBP employees have successfully completed the annual '"Human Trafficking Awareness 
Training and Unaccompanied Alien Children: Flores v. Reno/TVPRA course available via CBP’s Virtual 
Learning Center. This an in-depth training course that covers the following learning objectives: 

• Recognize the impact of human trafficking 

• Identify the key provisions of the Trafficking Victims Protection Reauthorization Act of 2008 

• Identify the key characteristics of human trafficking 

• Identify the characteristics of juvenile trafficking 

• Identify operational procedures for mitigating juvenile trafficking threats 

• Identify the key provisions of the 1997 Flores v. Reno Settlement Agreement and the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 
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• Describe administrative processing requirements for juveniies/children in CBP custody 

• List the applicable timeframes for the care and placement of juveniles/children 

CBP also provides instruction to officers and agents during their initial basic training they receive at their 
respective academy. A CBP Officer at the basic academy receives instruction in topics such as Victims of 
Trafficking in Persons (8 CFR 214.1 1) and the Nonimmigrant “T”Classification, which was created on October 
28, 2000, by the Victims of “Trafficking and Violence Protection Act (VTVP). This aspect of the training 
addresses recruitment, harboring, transportation, provision, or obtaining a person for labor or services through 
the use of force, fraud, or coercion, for the purpose of subjection to involuntary servitude, debt bondage, or 
slavery. 

During basic training for Border Patrol agents, trainees receive instruction in Section 235(a) (4), concerning 
unaccompanied children screening. This training also covers the William Wilberforce Trafficking Victims 
Protection Reauthorization Act of 2008, the Nonimmigrant “T” Classification, and alien victims of domestic 
violence, which includes the IB-1 (spouse of a United States Citizens (USC)) and the B2-1 (spouse of a 
Lawfully Admitted for Permanent Residency (LAPR)) classifications. These classifications allow for battered 
spouses and children of USCs and LAPRs to apply for permanent residence on their own behalf based upon 
their relationship with the abuser. 

The Federal Law Enforcement Training Center (FLETC), with funding support from DHS's Office for Civil 
Rights and Civil Liberties, produced a web-based training course entitled “Human Trafficking Awareness 
Training for DHS Personnel.” This training provides basic information about human trafficking and highlights 
operational Components within DHS that may encounter victims of human trafficking through live-action video 
scenarios. This training is provided to all DHS employees and is available on each Component’s specific on- 
line learning management system. Many Components now require their employees to take this course. 

Question: When individuals who are here illegally are apprehended and taken to immigration processing and 
detention centers, what processes are in place to screen and identify individuals who may be victims of human 
trafficking? 

ANSWER: In April 2012, ICE will begin implementation of a Risk Classification Assessment (RCA) tool that 
will be used by ICE Enforcement and Removal Operations officers to determine appropriate housing 
classification for ICE detainees, In addition, this tool will screen all adult immigration detainees for the 
possibility of prior victimization. The RCA includes questions for the officers to ask the adult detainees related 
to human trafficking, and, if the detainee’s response indicates that human trafficking may have occurred, the 
officer will contact local ICE Homeland Security Investigations (HSI) special agents with that information for 
further investigation. 

Once notification is made to HSI, a coordinated response is activated in accordance with the “ICE Trafficking 
in Persons Strategy (ICE TIPS): Responding to Trafficking Victims Leads” policy. Issued in July 2007, this 
policy emphasizes the commitment of HSI to victims of trafficking and delineates the timeframes within which 
HSI personnel will respond to allegations of human trafficking. 

Question: To what extent do ICE and CBP collaborate with non-governmental organizations and service 
providers that work with victims of human trafficking? 

ANSWER: The DHS Blue Campaign is an initiative that coordinates and enhances departmental efforts to 
address human trafficking. Seventeen Components, including ICE and U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
(CBP), participate in this group. The DHS Blue Campaign conducts stakeholder meetings twice a year with 
representatives from non-governmental organizations (NGOs), the private sector, associations, local 
governments and foreign embassies to get individual feedback on the Department’s anti-human trafficking 
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efforts. The most recent meeting in January 2012 focused on issues related to victim services and ongoing 
efforts to prevent and combat human trafficking. 

The DHS Blue Campaign also held a roundtable discussion with Secretary Napolitano on human trafficking at 
the White House in January of 2012. Representatives from the retail, hotel and airline industries, state, local 
and tribal law enforcement and NGOs discussed ways they could work to raise awareness and training on 
human trafficking. 

ICE and CBP provide a suite of materials to enhance public awareness and explain the types of services and 
resources that are available to victims of human trafficking. 

ICE Homeland Security Investigations (HSI) has long recognized the critical role that partnerships play in the 
global fight against human trafficking and is dedicated to a collaborative effort with NGOs in order to protect 
victims, prosecute offenders, and deter future trafficking. 

Individuals encountered by CBP who have been identified as being trafficked or suspected of being trafficked 
are referred to HSi. HSI special agents and victim assistance coordinators work with CBP and NGOs to ensure 
the provision of victim services to those who have been trafficked. Both HSI special agents and victim 
assistance coordinators build relationships with and make referrals to NGO service providers who assist 
trafficking victims with a range of services. HSI incoiporates a victim-centered approach to human trafficking 
investigations; integral to this approach is the understanding that survivors of trafficking are ill-equipped to 
participate actively in the criminal justice process until they feel stable and have basic safety and other needs 
met. HSTs NGO partners, whether through formal collaborations in U.S. Department of Justice-funded anti- 
trafficking task forces or in more informal relationships, provide shelter, legal advocacy, case management, and 
other services that contribute to trafficking victims’ short- and long-term stability. In addition, due to their 
close ties to communities that may be at risk for trafficking, NGOs have been instrumental in helping to identify 
other trafficking victims and cases. 

HSI also conducts outreach activities, including presentations to corporate associations, academic groups, and 
local agencies in order to address multi-jurisdictional issues, facilitate collaborative activities, and distinguish 
between trafficking in persons and migrant smuggling. Non-governmental service providers are an important 
Component of HSI outreach efforts. Throughout fiscal year 2011, HSI participated in and provided training at 
domestic conferences and seminars that included large numbers of NGO attendees and conducted local outreach 
efforts to over 15,700 representatives from 993 NGOs. Additionally, through the DHS Blue Campaign, both 
HSI and CBP continue to collaborate on an integrated strategy to combat human trafficking by developing 
outreach materials aimed at informing NGOs and the general public on the various types of services and 
resources available to victims of human trafficking. These materials are disseminated across the United States 
and are available on the DHS website. 

HSI also hosts a periodic NGO Liaison Working Group meeting with the goal of promoting communication 
between HSI and the NGO community, as well as to providing for a forum wherein information regarding 
forced labor and anti-trafficking initiatives can be exchanged. Past participants have included representatives 
from 12 NGOs from the District of Columbia and New York City metropolitan areas, as well as subject matter 
experts from HSI, CBP, U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services, and the U.S. Department of Labor’s Bureau 
of International Labor Affairs. 

Additionally, CBP’s Office of Field Operations Alien Smuggling Interdiction unit, in cooperation with the 
Office of Public Affairs, developed a program to raise the awareness level of both CBP officers and potential 
victims to the problem and identification of human trafficking. The goal of the human trafficking campaign is 
to increase deterrence, detection, disruption and prosecution of trafficking offenders while also educating 
victims. Ports of Entry also display human trafficking posters to alert potential victims. The national human 
trafficking contact number listed on the cards and posters is a hotline maimed by an NGO, the Polaris Project. 
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CBP maintains an NGO liaison, who serves as the principal liaison to NGOs. Responsibilities of the NGO 
Liaison include facilitating dialogue on issues, such as human trafficking, on behalf of CBP. ICE also recently 
appointed a public advocate within its Enforcement and Removal Operations division in order to enhance the 
dialogue with the NGO and stakeholder communities. 

The Blue Lightning Initiative, an element of the DHS Blue Campaign, provides U.S. commercial airlines and 
their employees with a voluntary mechanism to identify potential human trafficking victims and notify federal 
authorities. CBP leads the initiative in coordination with and support from ICE, the Human Smuggling and 
Trafficking Center, Federal Air Marshal Service (FAMS), Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), NGOs and 
private industry. 

Question: I would like to inquire about staffing levels at the Human Smuggling and Trafficking Center. As of 
last fall, staffing was at the lowest levels since the center’s inception. What efforts have been made by DHS to 
address this problem and what is the current status of staffing levels at the HSTC? IS the center the most 
effective use of DHS and interagency resources to combat trafficking or should we be investing in other anti- 
trafficking programs? 

ANSWER: The Human Smuggling and Trafficking Center (HSTC) currently is staffed by 1 7 full-time ICE 
Homeland Security Investigations employees; two full-time U.S. Department of State contractors; one full-time 
Transportation Security Administration employee; one full-time National Security Agency employee; and one 
full-time Federal Bureau of Investigation employee as the HSTC’s Deputy Director for Intelligence. It is also 
supported by INTERPOL. CBP remains engaged with the HSTC full-time, and has on site representation 
weekly. 

The HSTC is an important part of an effective U.S. Government effort to combat human trafficking. Along 
with the Senior Policy Operating Group, the Center provides an avenue for interagency coordination and 
information sharing. Such interagency bodies allow DHS to work with its U.S. Government counterparts to 
share resources and support each other’s efforts in the fight against human trafficking. The HSTC is jointly 
overseen by an interagency steering group composed of the Secretary of State, the Secretary of Homeland 
Security, the U.S. Attorney General, and members of the national intelligence community. The HSTC 
integrates federal efforts to combat human smuggling, trafficking in persons. It does this by coordinating law 
enforcement efforts with foreign governments, while also leveraging cross-governmental subject matter 
expertise in policy, law enforcement, intelligence, and diplomatic arenas. 

Disaster Response 

Question: The US AF Force Structure Changes: (Feb 2012) and its corresponding “Adjustments” proposals 
moves and retires many flying assets around the country. 1 am concerned that the decision by the USAF to 
move the Texas Air National Guard’s 136* Airlift Wing’s eight C-1 30s, currently located in Fort Worth to 
Montana will be a significant mistake. This Airlift Wing, as I understand it, is the only domestic emergency 
airlift capability within the Gulf Region. Despite the fact that two to three similar airframes are stationed in 
Florida, it appears that those aircraft are equipped primarily for weather reconnaissance and not to transport 
cargo. How then, does the relocation of these eight C-1 30s from Fort Worth, Texas to Montana affect the 
ability to provide disaster relief to the Gulf region in times of emergency? Was FEMA part of the decision 
making process for this move as it impacts Federal Emergency Response assets to the Gulf region? 

ANSWER: FEMA cannot speak to the operational impactfs) of moving DoD controlled resources from the 
Gulf to Montana. During a disaster, FEMA requests specific capabilities rather than specific units from DoD. 
FEMA was not involved in the decision making process. 
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Prosecutorial Discretion 


Question: Significant resources are expended in apprehending, processing, potentially detaining, and preparing 
for removal of people in this country illegally. When you have consistently asserted that resource constraints 
have brought you to your immigration enforcement priorities, how can you justify taking resources away from 
actually processing cases to review the docket when ICE agents, officers, and attorneys doing their jobs have 
already determined these individuals should receive notices to appear and are likely removable? 

ANSWER: The resources expended after the issuance of the notice to appear (NTA) are considerable and may 
include detention, court proceedings, pre- and post-order supervision, and facilitation of the physical removal. 
The length of time managing a case from issuance of an NTA to a final order or subsequent removal may take 
many months and sometimes years. Early identification of cases meriting the exercise of prosecutorial 
discretion makes the best use of the agency’s resources and allows ICE to prioritize the removal of aliens who 
pose a danger to national security or public safety, recent illegal entrants, and aliens who are fugitives or 
otherwise obstruct immigration controls. 

Question: Madam Secretary, even if these cases are administratively closed, these individuals do not have any 
legal status. Therefore, ail the resources we provided to bring them into proceedings has been completely 
wasted. What does that do to the morale of your officers, agents and attorneys? What is the ripple effect of 
your policies on your own workforce? How many resources are wasted by the workforce not knowing how to 
implement the prosecutorial discretion policies you have put in place that basically tell them to ignore the law? 

ANSWER: Cases that are administratively closed demonstrate that the agency has made reasoned and 
deliberate determinations to avoid unnecessary future expenditures of limited resources so that those resources 
can in turn be allocated to higher priorities, including criminal aliens and other public safety threats and thus 
yield the greatest possible law enforcement benefits. This ensures the best use of agents, officers, and 
attorneys’ time. The exercise of prosecutorial discretion has always been embodied within our immigration 
laws and practiced by our special agents, officers, and attorneys. In addition to the detailed written memoranda 
issued by ICE Director John Morton, ICE's enforcement supervisors and attorneys have received specific 
guidance and in-person training concerning the appropriate exercise of prosecutorial discretion. 

Refugee Processing 

Question: It is my understanding that under the Department’s new refugee processing procedures, that if 
applicants are denied following the second security screening, they are not given any information as to why they 
were denied. Is this true? In the past, hasn’t the Department always given applicants a reason for denial and an 
opportunity to appeal the decision? What is the reason for the change? 

ANSWER; All denied refugee applicants receive a letter outlining the reasons their case was denied. USCIS 
officers are trained to carefully gather testimony and facts to support their analysis regarding the applicant’s 
eligibility and to provide applicants with an opportunity to clarify, correct, or provide explanations for 
inconsistencies or issues of concern. USCIS aims to provide refugee applicants with clear information on the 
reasons they were found ineligible for refugee resettlement. To this end, USCIS modified its decision letter in 
October 2009 to provide a greater level of detail to applicants regarding their denial, including more targeted 
information on why an applicant may not have been found credible, one of the possible bases for denial. 

In some situations, such as some denials based on derogatory information obtained through security checks, 
USCIS is limited in the amount and type of information it can release. For example, USCIS is unable to release 
information that is classified or information that belongs to a third agency. 

There is no formal appeal process governed by statute or regulation in the refugee program. However, it has 
been long-standing policy, which continues today, that a denied refugee applicant may submit a Request for 
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Review (RFR) to have his or her case reexamined. Information about the RFR process is outlined in the denial 
letter. In addition, every denied refugee applicant receives a Request for Review “tip sheet” along with the 
denial letter. This tip sheet explains the RFR pr<Kess, how to wite and submit an RFR, and what to expect 
from the review. The tip sheet is also available on the USCIS website. 

Each RFR is reviewed carefully by a trained USCIS officer who considers whether an error has been made in 
the case, even if the applicant does not address a specific error in his or her RFR. Based on this review, an 
applicant's original denial may be sustained, overturned or the case remanded for a re-interview. 



218 


QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE Rodney P. Frelinghuysen 

Secretary Janet Napolitano 

Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security- 
FY 2013 DHS Budget Request 
February 15, 2012 


GPS Monitoring 

Question: One of the areas that I have become increasingly concerned about is harm that would result from 
interferencejamming or spoofing of the GPS system, which is used to provide highly accurate and dependable 
position, timing, and navigation (PNT) information. To be able to stop interference Jamming and spoofing of 
GPS, which is already illegal under federal law, one must be able to identify when it occurs and to determine 
the source of the interference. 

However, the National Space-Based Positioning, Navigation, and Timing (PNT) Advisory Board, tasked with 
providing the U.S. Government with external recommendations on these matters, found that “we currently lack 
sufficient capabilities to locate and mitigate GPS jamming.” In a report from November 2010, the Advisoiy 
Board noted, “It literally took months to locate [such] a device that was interfering with a new GPS based 
landing system being installed at Newark Airport” in my state of New Jersey. 

With this in mind, can you please tell me if you agree that it is critical to our national security to be able to 
detect and analyze interference, jamming and spoofing of GPS signals, especially in real-time? One of the top 
recommendations of the National Space-Based Positioning, Navigation, and Timing (PNT) Advisory Board is 
that the U.S. develop a system of detecting and analyzing interference, jamming and spoofing of GPS in real- 
time, including a software-based option that would Involve using cel! towers to detect and locate GPS 
interference. Has the Department considered developing or deploying such a system? Have you worked with 
any of the other Departments, such as USDOT or DOD, on developing such a system? What progress have you 
made on this effort? 

ANSWER; At DHS, the PNT Advisory board is currently conducting efforts to baseline the performance of 
commercial GPS jammers. S&T has facilitated these efforts by helping the PNT establish cooperative research 
and development agreements (CRADAs) with industry. During the summer of 2012, the PNT plans to evaluate 
the capabilities of commercially available jammers and systems that can detect them at the White Sands Missile 
Range. This is an important step to fully understanding the extent of the problem before developing or 
deploying countermeasures. DHS coordinates with other Departments, including USDOT and DOD, through 
the PNT Advisory Board. 


University Pro£ranis 

Question: The National Center for Secure and Resilient Maritime Commerce (CSR) is up for renewal in June 
2013. What steps will the Department take this year to re-compete this Center? Are there sufficient funds in the 
budget request to ensure this Center is re-competed and continued beyond 2013? If not, how much funding is 
necessary to re-compete the Center? 
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ANSWER: With the expectation that DHS will continue to need a Maritime and Port Security COE, as 
mandated in the SAFE Port Act, 2006, the S&T Directorate will initiate a re-competition for this COE 
beginning in summer 2012. DHS has a rigorous evaluation and rating process for proposals received by the 
funding opportunity deadline. At the end of our proposal review, we will select one lead institution, which will 
be required to form a coalition of complementary partner institutions to complete the Center’s research 
portfolio. As a result, we expect there to be a number of potential roles and contributions for a variety of 
institutions at a Center. We anticipate the funding armouncement to be posted in the fourth quarter of FY 2012, 
with the 3-phase merit review process (external scientific review, internal relevancy/portfolio match review, and 
site visits) to occur in FY 2013. We anticipate an award in the latter part of FY 2013. The Maritime and Port 
Security COE, of which CSR is a lead institution, is currently among S&T’s funded COEs. The FY 2013 
President’s budget request includes funding to maintain all 9 COEs. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 
THE HONORABLE Nita M. Lowey 

Secretary Janet Napoiitano 

Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2013 DHS Budget Request 
February 15, 2012 


Interoperability 

Question: The FYl 3 request includes $38.7 million for the Office of Emergency Communications (OEC), 
within the National Preparedness and Programs Directorate. This decrease of $4.8 million is an H percent 
decrease in flmding for this office. 

Why does the budget request reduce funding for this important program? How will the needs of emergency 
responders be met without the assistance of the OEC? 

ANSWER: The Office of Emergency Communications has several adjustments to its base budget: 

• Office of Federal Procurement Policy-directed savings of $3.0 million. OEC will achieve these savings 
by using strategies identified by the Office of Federal Procurement Policy (OFPP) to reduce spending on 
certain types of contracts. These include terminating contracts, strategic sourcing, and negotiating 
discounts. The reduction is not intended to have a programmatic effect. This is true of all programs that 
have OFPP-directed savings. The share of the savings that was allocated to OEC was based on the 
amount of money OEC allocated to types of contracts targeted by OFPP in FY 2010, 

• A reduction in TD Y travel of $0. 1 million. OEC will achieve these savings by reducing the amount of 
TDY travel undertaken by Federal employees. 

• OEC also has a one-time decrease of $l .6 million to adjust its budget authority because of FYU 
carryover. In FYl 2, the Congress provided OEC with one-year money only. The request aligns 
resources with the period of availability and is intended to ensure that NPPD resources are most 
effectively distributed between its programs. 

OEC will provide support to emergency responders with its FY 2013 budget. OEC plans to execute 
approximately 150 requested technical assistance engagements to States, territories, and localities to support the 
implementation of Statewide Communication Interoperability Plans. OEC also plans to execute 10 technical 
assistance engagements for tribal governments based upon tribal National Emergency Communications Plan 
Goal 2 capabilities data submitted to DHS in 2012. OEC will also support public safety wireless broadband 
planning across the Nation and provide assistance to the 700 MHz wireless broadband waiver jurisdictions. In 
addition, OEC will engage in demonstration projects with State, local, or tribal public safety broadband early 
adopters to develop Federal, State, local and tribal policies, governance, and best practices. Finally, through its 
Regional Coordination activity, OEC will support the efforts of Federal, State, local, and tribal agencies to build 
and improve emergency communications capabilities across regions by participating in 100 State, local and 
regional stakeholder working meetings, producing 10 semi-annual regional reports on regional interoperable 
activities, and providing 60 OEC presentations to stakeholders. 
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Threats to the Jewish Community 

Question 100: The Department of Homeland Security mi^t protect against threats both from abroad and those 
homegrown. In recent years, we have seen an increa^ in attacks on synagogues and Jewish community centers 
including the planned attack in Riverdale, New York mtd the firebombing of synagogues in Bergen County, 
New Jersey. 

What is the Department doing to work with members of the Jewish community to keep them updated on these 
threats? 

ANSWER: DHS’s National Protection and Programs Directorate, Office of Infrastructure Protection 
(NPPD/IP) has a long-standing, strong relationship with the Jewish Community. NPPD/IP worked extensively 
with Secure Community Network (SCN) and others in the Jewish Community for years to enhance security of 
facilities and improve information sharing by proactively conducting outreach to share information and build 
strong partnerships; assisting in responding to incidents and threats; and conducting assessments to enhance 
security. 

Also, DHS, in coordination with the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) and State and Local partners, works 
closely with the Jewish community to update them on threat related information and to promote a greater 
understanding of Federal resources, programs, and security measures that address their community’s concerns. 
Below are the key ways that the Department has worked with the Jewish community: 

Threat Related Outreach 

NPPD/IP and the DHS Office of Intelligence and Analysis (I&A) met with senior officials from the Jewish 
Anti-Defamation League (ADL) and the SCN in January 2012 to provide a current threat brief, plmi an 
upcoming training webinar for ADL, SCN and Jewish Federation members and a brief for senior Jewish leaders 
on personal security and travel measures. In addition, NPPD/IP provides quarterly (or as needed) classified 
briefings to SCN directors to ensure SCN remains abreast of current threat environment and any threat streams 
or developments that may have an impact within the community. 

DHS/NPPD Protective Security Advisors (PSAs) across the country also work closely with the Jewish 
Community to provide enhanced security coordination and access to DHS tools and resources. This has 
included meeting with facility security directors and other organizations to discuss security practices. 

"If You See Something, Say Something'^^ ” Partnerships 

In 201 1, the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) launched the "If You See Something, Say Something™" 
public awareness campaign - a simple and effective program to raise public awareness of indicators of terrorism 
and violent crime, and to emphasize the importance of reporting suspicious activity to the proper state and local 
law enforcement authorities in partnership with the Jewish Community. Since then, the campaign has reached 
JFNA (Jewish Federations of North America), SCN, Jewish synagogues, community centers, buildings and 
facilities throughout the country. Materials have been tailored for Jewish locations (synagogues, community 
centers, buildings and facilities in New Jersey) and will be released soon in Washington D.C. and Florida. 

The Nationwide Suspicious Activity Reporting (SAR) Initiative (NSI) 

In March 2010, the Nationwide SAR Initiative (NSI) Program Management Office (PMO) was established 
within the U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Assistance, and is an interagency office composed of 
representatives from DOJ, DHS, FBI, and the PM-ISE. The NSI closely coordinates with the DHS "If You See 
Something, Say Something™" campaign. The NSI also coordinates with the DHS Office of Intelligence and 
Analysis which leads interagency support to the National Network of Fusion Centers. 
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Security Assessments and Training 

NPPD/iP has worked with the Jewish Community to enhance security of facilities through site assessments and 
assisting in responding to incidents and threats. Within the past year, NPPD/IP has conducted security surveys 
and vulnerability assessments on 12 Jewish faciliti^ to assist in identifying and closing security gaps. NPPD/IP 
has delivered Surveillance Detection & Suspicious Activity Reporting Training to members of the Community 
Security Service, a professionally trained all-volunteer organization which works closely with SCN to provide 
“on-the-ground” security at Jewish synagogues and special events. NPPD/IP also provided a special briefing on 
how to respond and prepare for an active shooter situation for SCN member organizations following the 
shooting attack in Norway. 

Due to the recent escalation in activity targeting Israeli and Jewish facilities around the world, DHS has been 
working closely with the American Jewish and Israeli diplomatic communities with the goal of protecting 
individuals and improving the security of potentially vulnerable infrastructure. NPPD/IP and I&A, in 
conjunction with the FBI and State and Local partners, have provided threat updates, protective measures, 
suspicious activity reporting guidance, and risk mitigation training to members of the American Jewish 
community and facilities frequented by the Israeli diplomatic community. 

Broader Outreach to the Jewish Community 

The Department has conducted direct engagement with the Jewish community on a number of issues and 
concerns, including immigration and naturalization, civil rights, racial and religious profiling, and first 
amendment protected activities. The Department’s Office for Civil Rights and Civil Liberties regularly engages 
with local Jewish community groups across the United States as part of its engagement work. CRCL also 
worked with US Customs and Border Protection (CBP) to provide detailed and accurate guidance for Jewish 
travelers regarding traveling with religious objects (plants) during the Sukkol holiday. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE David Price 

Secretary Janet Napolitano 

Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2012 DHS Budget Request 
February 15, 2012 


USCIS Refugee Processipg 

QUESTION: The Committee continues to hear concerns tram refugee resettlement and advocacy 
organizations about the slow pace and convoluted nature of the U.S. Refugee Admissions Program (USRAP), 
particularly in countries such as Iraq in which refugee applicants must undergo multiple security screening 
requirements. According to USCIS, between 2007 and June 201 1, just 61 percent of Iraqi refugees referred to 
USRAP received adjudication interviews from USCIS, and just 70 percent of those approved by USCIS were 
successfully admitted into the United Stales. The Government Accountability Office has found previously that 
more than half of those approved by USCIS but not successfully admitted to the United States were affected by 
delays in the interagency Secure Advisory Opinion (SAO) process, and others have attributed the delays to the 
discrepancy among the expiration dates of the various clearance requirements. Please provide an updated table 
listing by fiscal year: (1) the total number of USRAP referrals; (2) the total number of USCIS interviews 
conducted; (3) the total number of applicants approved by USCIS; and (4) the total number admitted 
successfully into the United States. Please provide equivalent information for the Special Immigrant Visa 
program in Iraq and Afghanistan. 

ANSWER: The following chart includes data on the Iraqi refugee processing pipeline* generated from the 
U.S. Department of Slate’s Worldwide Refugee Admissions Processing System (WRAPS). 



FY 

2007 

FY 

2008 

FY 

2009 

FY 

2010 

FY 

2011 

FY 

2012 

Totals 

Total Iraqi Refugee Applicants Referred 
to USRAP 

12,156 

28,982 

49,301 

46,539 

39,963 

7,341 

184,282 

Iraqi Applicants Interviewed by USCIS 

4,441 

23,545 

28,891 

26,884 

26,468 

6,957 

117,186 

Iraqi Applicants Conditionally 

Approved 

2,913 

21,383 

25,051 

23,621 

22,253 

5,622 

100,843 

Iraqi Refugees Admitted 

1,608 

13,822 

18,838 

18.016 

9,388 

1,552 

63,224 

Iraqi/Afghan Special Immigrant Visas 
approved by USCIS 

1,273 

1,784 

2,461 

1,648 

2,837 

755 

10,758 


It is important to note that there are several steps that occur between case referral and USCIS interview. For 
many Iraqi P-2 applicants, for example, individuals must first have their employment verified by the 
Department of State before they are permitted to apply for resettlement consideration with the U.S. Refugee 
Admissions Program. Once employment is verified, these applicants are then scheduled for a pre-screening 
interview with the Department of State (DOS) Resettlement Support Center (RSC) to collect biographic 
information, record their refugee claim and Initiate biographic security checks. After this information is 
captured and all relevant paperwork completed, only then is the case considered “USCIS ready” and scheduled 
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for an interview. USCIS is committed to deploying the staff necessary to interview “USCIS ready” reftigee 
applicants around the globe. 

We would respectfully refer the Committee to DOS for additional information about the Special Immigrant 
Visa program in Iraq and Afghanistan. 

* USCIS does not have equivalent worldwide processing data; DOS will need to respond on whether 
comparable worldwide statistics are available in WRAPS. 

QUESTION; Please also provide an estimate of the current backlog of refugee applicants referred to USRAP 
but awaiting USCIS adjudication, broken down by countiy, if possible. What are the primary reasons for this 
backlog, and will USCIS’s FY 2013 budget request help reduce it? 

ANSWER: DOS notifies USCIS when cases are ready for interview and DOS and USCIS work together each 
quarter to arrange refugee processing circuit rides to interview such cases. USCIS does not have data regarding 
the number of cases that are ready for but pending USCIS interview and adjudication (i.e., all pre-screening and 
case preparation has been completed) , as DOS owns and manages WRAPS, the U.S. Government datable for 
tracking refugee cases overseas. We would respectfully refer the Committee to DOS for further information on 
whether such information can be generated from the WRAPS database. 

USCIS understands that there is a backlog of Iraqi refugee applicants in Baghdad pending employment 
verification, case creation, and pre-screening by DOS/RSC, as well as USCIS interview. The primary reason 
for this backlog is that processing capacity in Iraq has been significantly limited over the past several years. 
However, in FY201 2 DOS obtained a larger processing space in Baghdad to accommodate additional 
DOS/RSC pre-screening staff and USCIS adjudicators. While USCIS is committed to increasing the number of 
officers deployed to Iraq to interview the pending caseload there, we currently depend on volunteers to staff 
such trips. Should the security situation deteriorate, demand for the program could increase among Iraqis while 
the number of USCIS volunteers willing to travel to Iraq diminishes. DOS, Embassy Baghdad and USCIS will 
continue to make the safety and security of USCIS officers and other refugee processing staff in Baghdad a top 
priority, so that adjudicators can feel confident volunteering for refugee processing trips to Baghdad now and in 
the future. 

USCIS’s FY 2013 budget request proposes funding for this purpose within the Immigration Examinations Fee 
Account. No appropriated funds are requested for this purpose. The FY 201 3 budget request includes sufficient 
budget authority in this account to ensure sufficient personnel are available for USCIS to respond to the 
anticipated range of interviews DOS will request. USCIS will continue to assess the additional costs associated 
with training and deploying larger teams of officers to Baghdad, but at this time, we expect that USCIS will be 
able to fund the additional costs. 

QUESTION: Likewise, what are the primary reasons why 30 percent of refugees approved by USCIS are not 
successfully admitted into the United States? What steps is DHS, in conjunction with other relevant agencies, 
taking to rationalize the security clearance process in order to improve processing times and avoid duplication? 
Could streamlining the expiration dates of different clearance requirements help improve processing times 
without weakening security safeguards? 

ANSWER: In some cases, applicants may be “conditionally approved” by USCIS pending a security check 
response from the vetting agencies. However, no applicant may be approved for travel to the United States until 
ail required security checks have cleared. As DOS is responsible for conducting out-processing activities for 
cases approved for travel by USCIS, it may have more information on whether other reasons exist for the gap 
between USCIS approvals and actual admissions. 
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USCIS has been working closely with its interagency partnere to as^ss the efficacy of the overall security 
screening process including identification of unnecessary redtmdancies and opportunities to streamline security 
screening protocols using new technology. USCIS and DOS have already implemented or are working to 
implement the following program improvements: 

• Resubmission of fingerprints for Iraqi refugee applicants whose previous fingerprint clearance has 
expired rather than having to devote resources to recapture fingerprints; 

• Synchronizing expiration dates for various security checks; and 

• Amending the DOS WRAPS database to permit more efficient processing of Security Advisory 
Opinions. 

These initiatives create efficiencies without compromising security. 

Yes, streamlining the expiration dates of different clearance requirements could help improve processing times 
without weakening security safeguards. As noted, DOS and USCIS have agreed to synchronize expiration dates 
for several biometric and biographic security checks to facilitate better overall case management. 

QUESTION: Finally, in its Fiscal Year 2009 Conference Report the Committee directed USCIS “to clarify 
U.S. Government policy on refugee acceptance related to material support prohibitions” and “to provide written 
policy to its adjudicators who determine eligibility for discretionary exemptions to material support 
prohibitions.” Please provide an update on these directives, including a copy of relevant policy guidance. 

ANSWER: As of December 1, 201 1, USCIS has granted more than 14,000 exemptions for individuals found 
to be inadmissible under a terrorist-activity related inadmissibility ground (TRIG) but who pose no threat to the 
United States. Of these, more than 1 1 ,000 exemptions have been applied to overseas refugee applicants seeking 
resettlement to the U.S. 

Most recently, exemption authority has been authorized for individual applicants who: 

- Solicited members or funds under duress for a terrorist organization; 

— Received military-type training from a terrorist organization under duress; or 

- Provided medical care voluntarily to a terrorist organization or members of a terrorist organization. 

In addition, exemption authority has been authorized for applicants who: 

- Have certain activities and associations involving the Iraqi National Congress (INC), Kurdish 
Democratic Party (KDP), and the Patriotic Union of Kurdistan (PUK); 

- Provided material support to the All India Sikh Students Federation- Bittu Faction (AISSF-Bittu); 

- Have voluntary associations or activities with the All Burma Student’s Democratic Front (ABSDF); 
or 

- Have activities or associations with one of ten named groups in the Consolidated Appropriations Act, 

2008. 

USCIS TRIG guidelines are available on our public website . 




Tuesday, February 28, 2012. 

TRANSPORTATION SECURITY ADMINISTRATION 

WITNESS 

JOHN S. PISTOLE, ADMINISTRATOR, TRANSPORTATION SECURITY AD- 
MINISTRATION 

Chairman Aderholt: Opening Remarks 

Mr. Aderholt. The hearing is called to order this morning. 
Today we welcome John Pistole, Administrator of the Transpor- 
tation Security Administration, to discuss the TSA’s budget request 
for fiscal year 2013. Administrator Pistole, thank you for being 
here. 

Mr. Pistole. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aderholt. TSA continues to be, for many people, the face 
of the Department of Homeland Security. It is an agency millions 
of travelers encounter every single day. As such, it has earned both 
respect and criticism. Under your leadership, TSA has had to ad- 
dress new challenges, particularly in aviation security as enemies 
try to target us using weapons concealed on passengers or in cargo. 
You have said that you seek to meet the evolving threat in a 
smarter, more efficient way by pledging to pivot your agency to- 
ward a more risk-based, intelligence-driven enterprise. 

The goal, as you have made clear, is to zero in on the highest 
risk passengers and cargo. I believe this is not only the right ap- 
proach for America’s security but also for her fiscal health. We 
must focus our limited resources on the actual threats against this 
Nation and not burden everyday Americans with a costly one-size- 
fits-all program. 

But this Committee expects to see actions, not words. You are pi- 
loting efforts like the TSA Pre-Check to distinguish low-risk trav- 
elers from those who might merit more careful screening, yet the 
pilot in its early stages is limited to select groups such as certain 
frequent flyers. We want to hear more today how this approach 
could make travel more secure and reduce delays and inconven- 
iences for the great majority of travelers who are actually at low 
risk. 

Just as important, Mr. Administrator, we would like to hear from 
you how risk-based screening and security approaches can bring 
cost savings to the American taxpayer to streamline what has be- 
come a nearly $8 billion industry in your agency. 

The introduction of new technology and a more intensive airport 
checkpoint inspection process is also generating controversy. Trav- 
elers have complained of elusive TSA inspections with enhanced 
pat-downs and revealing whole-body imaging devices, which were 
designed to find concealed threats. TSA has addressed some con- 
cerns by automating body scanning technology and revising pat- 

(227) 



228 


down policies, but I don’t have to tell you, Administrator, the trav- 
eling public feels there is great variability in the kinds of scrutiny 
they receive. So work remains to be done on that challenge. 

To reduce the chance terrorists will exploit air cargo, TSA is ex- 
ploring targeting and screening in advance of loading but faces 
challenges overseas where risk is the greatest. We want to learn 
more about your collaborations with airports and foreign govern- 
ments to reduce potential threats to cargo. 

Overall, your request is comparably modest compared to recent 
years. It reflects annualizing the cost of prior year increases in per- 
sonnel and systems. You are not seeking an increase in funding for 
screening technology, but are looking at replacing aging technology, 
and you have made attempts to find efficiencies in your budget. 
This seems to be pointing in the right direction. Yet your efforts 
are undercut by the budget’s reliance on increasing aviation pas- 
senger fees, which you claim will generate $117 million in fiscal 
year 2013. Chairman Rogers and I have repeatedly criticized these 
budget gimmicks that are not the jurisdiction of this Committee 
and have not been consistently rejected by the authorizing commit- 
tees. 

Mr. Administrator, this request, like last year’s, will force us to 
fill a hole created by phantom offsets that will not come to pass. 
This will only make our job and certainly your job more difficult. 

TSA continues to face persistent and evolving threats, which you 
must balance against the need for the free flow of trade and people. 
We expect to hear how your budget and planned investments, 
using a risk-based approach, will achieve better security and be fis- 
cally responsible. 

Your written statement will be placed in the record, so I would 
ask you to take 5 minutes or so to summarize it. But before I ask 
you to do that, I would first like to recognize the distinguished 
ranking member of this Subcommittee, Mr. Price, for his opening 
remarks. 

[The information follows:] 
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The Honorable Robert Aderholt 
Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 


Opening Statement: 

FY 2013 Budget Request for Transportation Security Administration 

Witness: 

Assistant Secretary / Administrator John Pistole, TSA 
11:00 AM I Tuesday | February 28, 2012 | 2362-B RHOB 


Hearing is called to order [ gentle strike of gavel ] - 

INTRODUCTION 

This morning we welcome John Pistole, Administrator of the 
Transportation Security Administration, to discuss the TSA’s budget 
request for fiscal year 2013. Administrator, thank you for being here. 

TSA continues to be - for many people - the face of the 
Department of Homeland Security. It is an agency millions of travelers 
encounter every day. As such, it has earned both respect and criticism. 

Under your leadership. Administrator, TSA has had to address new 
challenges, particularly in aviation security, as enemies try to target us 
using weapons concealed on passengers or in cargo. 
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RISK-BASED SECURITY 

You have said that you seek to meet the evolving threat in a 
smarter, more efficient way by pledging to pivot your agency toward a 
more risk-based, intelligence-driven enterprise. The goal, as you’ve 
made clear, is to zero-in on the highest risk passengers and cargo. 

This is not only the right approach for America’s security, but also 
for her fiscal health. We must focus our limited resources on the actual 
threats against this Nation and not against everyday Americans with a 
costly, “one-size-fits-all” approach. 

But this Committee expects to see actions, not words. 

=> You’re piloting efforts like TSA “Pre-Check,” to distinguish low-risk 
travelers from those who might merit more careful screening. 

=> Yet the pilot, in its early stages, is limited to select groups, such as 
certain frequent flyers. 

=> We want to hear more today how this approach could make travel 
more secure and reduce delays and inconvenience for the great 
majority of travelers who are low risk. Just as important, 
Administrator, is to hear from you how risk-based screening and 
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security approaches can bring cost-savings to the American taxpayer 
to streamline what has become a nearly $8 billion - a - year agency. 

The introduction of new technology and a more intensive airport 
checkpoint inspection process has also generated controversy. 

Travelers have complained of intrusive TSA inspections, with 
“enhanced pat-downs” and revealing whole-body imaging devices, 
which were designed to find concealed threats. TSA has addressed 
some concerns by automating body screening technology and revising 
pat-down policies - but I don’t have to tell you. Administrator, the 
traveling public feels there is great variability in the kinds of scrutiny 
they receive. So, work remains to be done on that challenge. 

To reduce the chance terrorists will exploit air cargo, TSA is 
exploring targeting and screening in advance of loading, but face 
ehallenges overseas, where risk is greatest. We want to learn more 
about your collaborations with airlines and foreign governments to 
reduce such potential threats to cargo. 

FY13 BUDGET REQUEST 

Overall, Administrator, your request is comparatively modest 
compared to recent years. It reflects annualizing the cost of prior year 
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increases in personnel and systems. You are not seeking an increase in 
funding for screening technology, but are looking at replacing aging 
technology, and you’ve made attempts to find efficiencies in your 
budget. This seems to be pointing in the right direction. 

Yet your efforts are undercut by the budget’s reliance on 
increasing aviation passenger fees, which you claim will generate $117 
million in fiscal year 2013. Chairman Rogers and I have repeatedly 
criticized these budget gimmicks, as the fees are not the jurisdiction of 
this Committee and have been consistently rejected by the authorizing 
committees. 

=> Administrator, this request, like last year’s, will force us to fill a 
hole created by phantom offsets that will not come to pass. This 
will only make our job and yours more difficult. 

CONCLUSION 

TSA continues to face persistent and evolving threats, which you 
must balance against our need for the free flow of trade and people. We 
expect to hear how your budget and planned investments, using a risk- 
based approach, will achieve better security and be fiscally responsible. 
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Your written statement will be placed in the record, so I ask you 
take five minutes to summarize it. I would first like to recognize Mr. 
Price, our distinguished Ranking Member, for his opening remarks. 

### 
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Ranking Member Price: Opening Remarks 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Today I am happy to join 
you in welcoming back Administrator John Pistole from the Trans- 
portation Security Administration, TSA, to discuss his agency’s 
budget request for fiscal 2013. At $7.4 billion, this request is 3 per- 
cent lower than the current fiscal year. Administrator, you, like ev- 
eryone else throughout the Federal Government, are being asked 
to do more with less. 

The aviation sector continues to be a prize target for al Qaeda, 
its affiliates, and other fanatics. During your 18 months at the 
helm at TSA, you and your staff have been addressing these 
threats head on. Your agency is the last line of defense for our 
aviation sector, and while significant improvements have been 
made, the threats remain real and make it vital to close any re- 
maining gaps. 

Over the past year I have been impressed with your efforts to 
better tailor screening against threat information. For example, 
last year TSA began piloting its Pre-Check program, a new form 
of the Trusted Traveler concept, which permits TSA to expedite 
passenger screening of certain travelers who volunteer information 
about themselves prior to flying. Earlier this month TSA an- 
nounced that by the end of 2012, Pre-Check will be deployed at the 
Nation’s largest airports. Pre-Check will enable your screeners to 
better focus on threats instead of treating every traveler as if they 
were a terrorist. 

I am also pleased that you have altered screening protocols for 
children and travelers with medical conditions so that they are no 
longer so invasive but still ensure the security of the traveling pub- 
lic. 

And I note your budget request, $12.7 million, to prescreen pas- 
sengers on charter and private aircraft, fulfilling this much-delayed 
2004 Intelligence Reform and Terrorism Prevention Act require- 
ment. An estimated 11 million passenger names will run through 
secure flight with this new measure, closing a gap in our system. 

I do have some questions about some of your proposed requests 
and how at these reduced levels you can close additional holes in 
the aviation sector. For example, your budget greatly reduces fund- 
ing for the procurement of explosive detection systems and various 
checkpoint equipment, even though you have not reached your opti- 
mal deployment capacity for these systems. Can we assume that 
these reductions are temporary in nature and that you are not de- 
ferring high needs that will end up costing us more money down 
the road? Such a course would be penny-wise and pound foolish de- 
spite the budget pressures we are all facing. 

I also have some questions regarding the explosive detection sys- 
tem recapitalization efforts which require a change in law to con- 
tinue at the levels proposed for 2013. I am hearing from various 
airports that TSA is shifting recapitalization costs to airports by 
narrowing the scope of items the agency will pay for as part of this 
work, so I look forward to a frank discussion with you about this 
today. 

Finally, I do have concerns over the public perception of TSA and 
the work you do. While working diligently to protect the traveling 
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public, TSA continues to be the focus of media attention over its 
tactics, technology, and privacy standards. 

I strongly believe in the mission and the work of TSA and specifi- 
cally the need for AIT machines at our airports. That is why, as 
Chairman of the Subcommittee, I provided significant funding to 
deploy hundreds more of these machines throughout the country, 
even before the attempted Christmas Day bombing. However, at 
the moment you are being forced to fight a number of public rela- 
tion battles regarding the safety and the necessity of these ma- 
chines, so I hope you will take a moment to address these concerns 
as well. 

I know you share the view that effective security is smart secu- 
rity and that we should be in the business of managing risk rather 
than assuming we can do the impossible by seeking to eliminate 
risk. Our aviation security model has improved over the years, but 
it remains cumbersome, and in the view of many, rather invasive. 

I am encouraged by the willingness you have expressed to con- 
sider ways to constructively reform this system to be more risk- 
based in the future. So I look forward to continuing to work with 
you to ensure that our transportation security professionals are 
equipped with the resources they need to keep the American people 
safe. Thank you. 

[The information follows:] 
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Opening Statement by Ranking Member Price 
FY 2012 Budget Hearing for Transportation Security Administration 
March 15, 2011 

Welcome Administrator Pistole to your first appearance before this Subcommittee, to present 
your budget request for fiscal year 2012. You’ve been serving as Administrator for about nine 
months, at a time when the aviation sector continues to be a prized target for A1 Qaeda and other 
extremists. The Christmas Day 2009 and Times Square attempted bombings occurred before 
you were head of TSA, but you had recently taken the helm when the attempted bombings of 
cargo aircraft occurred last October, so I know you have felt firsthand the pressure of these ever 
evolving threats. Your agency is the last line of defense for our aviation sector, and while 
significant improvements have been made, the high threat environment we face makes plain the 
need to close any critical gaps that remain. 

I know you share the view that effective security is smart security, and that we should be in the 
business of managing risk rather than trying to do the impossible by seeking to eliminate 
risk. While our aviation security model has improved over the years, it remains very 
cumbersome and, in the view of many, rather invasive. And while there are only a few signs of 
that system changing based on the 2012 budget, Tm encouraged by the willingness you have 
expressed to consider ways to reform this system to be more risk-based in the future. 

The 2012 request, which totals $8.1 billion overall, includes $460 million above the 2010 level to 
secure our nation's airports and flights and to protect other modes of transportation. This request 
continues activities that were ramped up after the Christmas Day bombing attempt. I am pleased 
to see additional funding to detect non-metallic threats with Advanced Imaging Technology 
machines, which we anticipate will include a new feature to automatically recognize threats 
instead of relying on screeners to look at a person’s outline. This should enhance privacy and 
hopefully speed up the time passengers spend at the checkpoint. I am also pleased to note 
additional funding for other technologies at the checkpoint, such as portable explosive trace 
machines, so that we can more rapidly detect potential threats. The budget request also includes 
funds to expand watchlist vetting to make sure that we are catching persons that may want to do 
us harm before they board an airplane. And finally, 1 am pleased to note an expansion of the 
visible intermodal protection and response teams (VIPR), which supplement security on local 
passenger rail and mass transit systems, as well as support special events. 

1 also want to register some concerns about your request. For example, funding for air cargo 
security declines in 2012 even though TSA has been asked to take on greater responsibilities 
after the attempted air cargo bombing plot out of Yemen last fall - and indeed to expedite the 
deadline by two years for screening all international cargo carried on passenger aircraft. The 
budget request also appears to rehash a substantial request first proposed in 201 1 for additional 
behavior detection officers. Until we can understand what changes you have made to address 
critical vulnerabilities raised by the National Academy of Sciences and the Government 
Accountability Office about the Behavior Detection program, it may be premature to grow this 
program by roughly 10 percent. And finally, while the budget request increases funding for the 
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Federal Air Marshals, your agency has still not addressed questions this Subcommittee posed 
almost eighteen months ago about what the appropriate staffing levels are. The report we 
received on this mandate was simply inadequate. 

Administrator Pistole, I want to thank you for your service to our country. I look forward to 
continuing to work with you to ensure our transportation security professionals are equipped 
with the resources they need to keep the American people safe. As we begin this hearing to 
more closely examine your 2012 budget, it’s important to note that no program or account will 
be off limits to scrutiny. Our obligation is to take a balanced, realistic approach; to weigh risks 
carefully, and make prudent investments. I have no doubt that you share this point of view, and 1 
look forward to your testimony. 
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Mr. Aderholt. Thank you, again, Mr. Administrator, for being 
here, and we look forward to your testimony. 

Opening Statement: Administrator Pistole 

Mr. Pistole. Thank you. Chairman Aderholt and Ranking Mem- 
ber Price, distinguished members of the Committee. I appreciate 
the opportunity to be before you here today to present TSA’s Fiscal 
Year 2013 budget request. Before doing that, I would like to thank 
the Subcommittee for your support for our Fiscal Year 2012 re- 
quest. 

The Fiscal Year 2012 appropriations are helping enhance TSA’s 
risk-based, intelligence-driven strategy with the acquisition of 250 
advanced imaging technology, or AIT machines, and the transpor- 
tation security officers, or TSOs, needed to operate them. We are 
also adding cargo inspectors, passenger screening canine teams, be- 
havior detection officers, and Visible Intermodal Protection and Re- 
sponse, or VIPR, teams with these Fiscal Year 2012 appropriations, 
as we continue to implement the risk-based security measures that 
have been described, and throughout all modes of transportation. 

We also appreciate the Subcommittee’s support as we strive to 
direct resources as efficiently as possible. For example, you have 
noted the TSA Pre-Check that we have. We intend to expand TSA 
Pre-Check, which is the identity-based prescreening, quote. Trusted 
Traveler Initiative, that enables us to focus on those who may pose 
a higher risk to aviation security. TSA Pre-Check is currently oper- 
ating in eight of our busiest airports, with plans to expand partici- 
pation to 35 airports by the end of this year. In fact, today TSA 
Pre-Check operations are beginning at New York’s JFK Airport, 
bringing the current number up to nine. 

We also intend to continue expansion of the Known Crewmember 
pilot, which is an example of an effective public-private partnership 
expanding beyond the current 10 airports to dozens more airports 
around the country this year. 

We are also evaluating the Behavior Assessor Initiative, which is 
part of the screening of passengers by observation techniques, or 
SPOT program. Used effectively by aviation security agencies over- 
seas, this additional human interaction enables security officers to 
more effectively identify potentially high-risk individuals, all as 
part of the multiple layers of security we employ to detect and 
deter putative terrorists. 

These risk-based security measures, in addition to others still 
being developed and evaluated, support TSA’s overarching goal of 
strengthening security across all modes of transportation. 

It is important to note that risk-based security is also helping to 
improve the overall travel experience for Americans and facilitates, 
Mr. Chairman, as you noted, the legitimate commerce that drives 
our economy forward. So TSA’s Fiscal Year 2013 budget request of 
$7.6 billion reflects a total decrease of approximately $197 million. 

While proposing an overall reduction in funding, this request 
prioritizes key projects, including frontline operations, critical 
maintenance for out-of-warranty screening equipment and tech- 
nology, and priority vetting initiatives. 

Our request. Fiscal Year 2013 request, includes $127 million for 
the National Canine program, supporting the development, train- 
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ing, certification, and deployment of canine teams. Each canine 
team consists of a specially trained dog and a Federal, State, or 
local handler, and the program provides a relatively low-cost, mo- 
bile response platform to threats to transportation security, includ- 
ing mass transit, commuter rail, and maritime ferry venues. 

The budget request also includes funding for 37 VIPR teams, 
which of course, the objective of these teams is to augment existing 
capabilities to detect and deter potential terrorist activity through 
random deployments that are unpredictable in their timing, loca- 
tion, and types of activity. VIPR teams, in conjunction with State 
and local partners, serve as a visible deterrent in all transportation 
sectors, including general aviation, buses, and mass transit. In 
2011 nationwide, the number of VIPR deployments rose to nearly 
200 per week. 

The budget request also includes funding to fully annualize more 
than 50 inspectors added in fiscal year 2012 to enhance air cargo 
inspection and other security oversight and improvements to meet 
the statutory requirement of 100 percent system-wide screening of 
cargo on passenger aircraft, including aircraft originating overseas. 
These resources will help us validate other countries’ cargo-screen- 
ing inspections and programs, ensuring that their requirements for 
shipping cargo by air from and within the United States are com- 
parable to our own. 

In addition, our request includes significant decreases in spend- 
ing, including reduction of $39.4 million below the Fiscal Year 2012 
funding level for purchase of screening equipment, reduction of 
$179.2 million in support efficiencies, and $173.1 million in pro- 
gram decreases. 

So in conclusion, the Fiscal Year 2013 request does also include 
an adjustment to the aviation security passenger fee, which has not 
changed as we know, since TSA was established following the at- 
tacks of 9/11. 

Mr. Chairman, thank you again for the opportunity to discuss 
the budget request for TSA, and at this time I would be glad to an- 
swer your questions. 

[The information follows:] 
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United States Department of Homeland Security 
Transportation Security Administration 
Statement of 

The Honorable John S. Pistole 
Administrator 
Before the 

Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
Committee on Appropriations 
United States House of Representatives 


Good morning. Chairman Aderholt, Ranking Member Price, and distinguished Members of the 
Subcommittee. Thank you for the opportunity to appear before the Subcommittee today to 
discuss the President’s budget request for the Transportation Security Administration (TSA) for 
Fiscal Year (FY) 2013. 

In administering the Nation’s transportation security, each year TSA screens 640 million 
domestic and international aviation passengers and is responsible for the security of an inter- 
related multi-modal network encompassing 751 million bus passengers and more than nine 
billion mass transit passenger trips. The U.S. transportation network also includes nearly 

800.000 shipments of hazardous materials transported every day (95 percent by truck); more than 

140.000 miles of railroad track (over 85 percent of which are privately owned); 3.8 million miles 
of roads (including 3.6 million miles of State and local roads, 46,717 miles of Interstate highway 
and 1 14,700 miles of National Highway System roads); 582,000 bridges spanning over 20 feet; 
54 tunnels over 19,685 feet in length; and nearly 2.5 million miles of pipeline. 

Before I discuss TSA’s FY 20 1 3 budget request, I would like to thank the Subcommittee for its 
support of our FY 20 1 2 request. We are cognizant of the difficult task you faced in an austere 
budget environment. 


TSA is undertaking a range of risk-based-security pilot programs, using existing resources, 
which include: 

TS^Pre^ Pilot 

We are expanding tSAPreV'from two air carriers to four and to 32 additional airports for 
coverage at more than 50 security checkpoints across the Nation in calendar year 2012. 
TSA tsvprev' provides passenger pre-screening for travelers who volunteer information 
about themselves prior to flying in order to expedite checkpoint screening. Eligible 
participants include certain frequent flyers as well as existing members of U.S. Customs 
and Border Protection’s Trusted Traveler programs such as Global Entry, SENTRI, and 
NEXUS. Additional populations are under development, such as military personnel and 
security-clearance holders. TSA will keep the Committee informed as progress is made 
with this initiative. 
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Known Crewmember 

TSA also intends to expand the Known Crewmember pilot into a broader program to 
allow expedited screening for uniformed pilots from participating airlines who show two 
forms of identification at the security checkpoint. 

Behavior Assessor 

TSA has implemented the Behavior Assessor initiative within the Screening of 
Passengers by Observation Techniques (SPOT) program by employing specialized 
behavior-analysis techniques to determine whether a traveler at the checkpoint should be 
referred for additional screening. This additional human interaction, used effectively by 
security agencies worldwide, enables security officers to more effectively identify 
potentially high-risk individuals. 

As we look to continue to assess and strengthen our operational priorities in FY 2013, we are 
keenly aware of the economic challenges facing the Nation. TSA’s FY 2013 budget request of 
$7.6 billion — $7.4 billion in gross discretionary funding and $255 million in mandatory 
funding — reflects a total decrease of approximately $197 million from the 2012 Enacted level. 

While proposing an overall reduction in funding through targeted reductions and efficiencies, 
TSA prioritized key operations. This includes an additional $57.8 million to annualize frontline 
operational increases provided in the FY 2012 appropriations bill, $17.1 million more to fund 
critical maintenance for out-of-warranty screening technology equipment, and $42.7 million to 
support priority vetting initiatives, as well as an increase of $76.7 million to continue support for 
TSA’s critical security efforts. 

Transportation Security Officer Annualizations 

The FY 2013 request supports more than 52,000 Transportation Security Officers 
(TSOs), of which over 14,000 are part-time, providing security at more than 440 airports 
across the country. 

TSA ’s National Canine Program 

TSA’s request includes $125 million for TSA’s National Canine program to continue 
support for the development, training, certification, and deployment of canine teams. 

Each canine team consists of a specially trained dog and a Federal, State, or local handler. 
This program, in partnership with State and local law enforcement agencies, provides a 
mobile response platform for threats to transportation security, including threats within 
the mass-transit, commuter-rail, and maritime-ferry transportation sectors. 

Visible Intermodal Prevention and Response Teams 

The budget request includes $100.2 million for a total of 37 VIPR teams, including 
annualized funding for the additional VIPR teams provided in the FY 2012 appropriation. 
VIPR-team deployments augment existing capabilities to detect and deter potential 
terrorist activity. TSA uses periodic random deployments that are unpredictable in their 
timing, location, and types of activities. VIPR teams serve as a visible deterrent in all 
transportation sectors, including general aviation, buses, and mass-transit. 
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International Air Cargo 

The budget request also includes funding to fully annualize more than 50 inspectors 
added in FY 2012 to enhance air cargo inspection and other security oversight and 
improvements to meet the statutory requirement of 100 percent system-wide screening of 
air cargo on passenger aircraft, including aircraft originating overseas. These resources 
wilt support the on-site validation of cargo screening inspections and evaluation of 
foreign countries’ National Cargo Security Programs to ensure comparability to the 
requirements for shipping cargo by air from and within the United States. 

Vetting Services 

TSA is requesting a program increase of $30 million for vetting infrastructure 
modernization in FY 201 3 to complete the design, development, and implementation of a 
modernized, more agile and efficient vetting infrastructure. This funding will promote 
fee fairness and, to the extent allowable under current laws, remove redundancy within 
populations holding multiple credentials while supporting implementation of the 
Universal Fee Rule, which improves and standardizes TSA’s procedures and criteria for 
conducting and administering security threat assessments. Our request also annualizes $7 
million for risk-based security to continue support for the Secure Flight program’s 
additional TSAWev^’ requirements. 

Large Aircraft and Private Charter Passenger Screening Program 
TSA requests an increase of $12.7 million for the Large Aircraft and Private Charter 
Passenger Screening Program to fund the hardware and software necessary to meet 
critical Secure Flight system requirements to handle the anticipated 1 1 million additional 
passengers covered on both charter planes and aircraft weighing more than 1 2,500 
pounds flying into, out of, and within the United States. 

In addition, TSA’s request includes significant decreases in spending, such as a reduction of 
$39.4 million below the FY 2012 funding level for the purchase of screening equipment, a 
reduction of $179.2 million in support efficiencies, and $173.1 million in program decreases. 

Explosive Detection System Procurement and Installation 

TSA’s request of $367 million ($1 17 million in appropriated funding and $250 million 
from the Aviation Security Capital Fund) reduces Explosives Detection System (EDS) 
Procurement and Installation funding in FY 2013 by a total of $105.4 million relative to 
FY 2012. Increased funding for EDS systems in the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act and prior appropriations have helped support nearly all new projects. 

In addition, a FY 2012 legislative change that allows Aviation Security Capital Fund fees 
to be used for the procurement and installation of EDS equipment will maintain adequate 
resources for TSA’s checked-baggage screening. 

Checkpoint Support 

The FY 2013 request for checkpoint support is $120 million, a total decrease of $84.5 
million from FY 2012 levels. This funding includes resources to accelerate and expand 
carry-on-baggage and passenger-screening technologies. The FY 2013 request supports 
multi-year procurement plans to provide explosives-detection capabilities at additional 
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airports and to recapitalize existing capabilities. The funds included in the request are 
directed toward those technologies whose full operational capacity has not been reached. 

Screening Technology Maintenance 

TSA’s request also reduces Screening Technology Maintenance by a total of $ 11 .4 
million from FY 2012 levels. With the procurement of new technologies, efficiencies 
have been gained as a result of the extension of Transportation Security Equipment (TSE) 
maintenance warranties from 1 2 to 24 months. 

Federal Flight Deck Officer and Flight Crew Training 

TSA’s request of $1 2.5 million for the Federal Flight Deck Officer (FFDO) and Flight 
Crew Training program represents a decrease of $12.6 million from TSA’s FY 2012 
request. As TSA focuses its aviation security activities on programs that mitigate the 
highest risks, funds will be redirected from this voluntary program to other high-priority, 
risk-based operational initiatives. Since 2001, we have made a number of enhancements 
to aviation security, such as 100-percent screening of all passengers and their carry-on 
items, the installation of reinforced and locking cockpit doors on aircraft that operate in 
U.S. airspace, and increased passenger and flight crew awareness of security risks. These 
improvements have greatly lowered the risk of unauthorized cockpit access and represent 
a comprehensive and redundant risk-mitigation strategy that begins before passengers 
board an aircraft. Program reductions will be accomplished through a variety of efforts 
aimed at providing the highest potential security benefits while gaining efficiencies in 
training-facility consolidation and training-contract restructuring. 

Federal Air Marshal Service 

The FY 2013 request for the Federal Air Marshal Service is $929.6 million, a reduction 
of $36.5 million relative to FY 2012. This request reflects our optimized leveraging of 
other aviation security system enhancements, allowing for more efficient mission 
deployments to high-risk flights. 

In addition, the FY 2013 request includes an adjustment to the Aviation Security Passenger Fee 
(Passenger Fee). The proposal would generate an additional $3 1 7 million in new collections in 
2013, $117 million of which would be used to further offset the cost of Federal aviation security 
operations and $200 million of which would contribute to Federal deficit reduction. Following 
the Security Fee restructuring, passengers would pay a fee of $5.00 per one-way trip beginning 
in the fourth quarter of FY 20 1 3, rather than a separate fee for each enplanement under the 
current system. The restructuring would provide TSA with the flexibility to meet increasing 
aviation security costs and would better align the costs associated with passenger security to the 
direct beneficiaries. The Passenger Fee has not changed or been adjusted for inflation since TSA 
was established in 2002, even while the overall cost of aviation security has grown by more than 
400 percent. The Administration’s proposal makes progress toward fulfilling the intent of the 
Aviation and Transportation Security Act to cover the costs of aviation security through fees. 

Mr. Chairman, thank you again for this opportunity to discuss the President’s budget request for 
TSA. 1 look forward to our continued work together and would be pleased to respond to your 
questions. 
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BUDGET — PASSENGER FEES 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you, Mr. Administrator, for your testi- 
mony, and we will start with the questioning part of the hearing 
this morning. 

Chairman Rogers pointed out, I think very aptly so, to Secretary 
Napolitano when she was here a week or two ago, about the budget 
being built on a liability by virtue of its reliance on a passenger fee 
increase that is really virtually certain to be rejected by the author- 
izing committee, I know at least within the House of Representa- 
tives. 

What would you suggest as a way to compensate for the $117 
million in revenue that simply will not be collected? 

Mr. Pistole. Well, Mr. Chairman, obviously we are hopeful that 
there will be extensive deliberation and consideration of the fee, 
and obviously hopeful that that fee would be approved, simply as 
a means of recognizing that the users and the beneficiaries of the 
security have some additional responsibility for that. 

That being said, in the event that it is not passed, is not in- 
cluded, then obviously we would need to go back to the Depart- 
ment. And I think the Secretary has indicated that she would look 
Department-wide as to how we would address that shortfall. 

Mr. Aderholt. That would be helpful because I mean — I will ask 
you, are you getting any indications from any of my colleagues that 
it will be passed this year? 

Mr. Pistole. No, Mr. Chairman. 

pre-check program 

Mr. Aderholt. Let me move on to risk-based security and Pre- 
Check. You mentioned in your opening comments about what you 
are doing in that regard, and I commend you for doing that. How 
is TSA measuring the performance, including efficiency and effec- 
tiveness, of Pre-Check? 

Mr. Pistole. There are several metrics that we are using, Mr. 
Chairman. One, let me just start by noting, again, that the part- 
nership with the airlines and the airports, which are investing sig- 
nificant sums in order to facilitate this at no expense to the tax- 
payers, they have a vested interest in ensuring the best possible se- 
curity in the most efficient way. So one of the metrics we look at 
is how is it affecting the throughput at the checkpoints, and for 
those seven, now eight airports, with JFK coming online today, one 
of the key aspects is that because there is a dedicated lane for 
those who are in the Pre-Check program, there is not the long line 
or even whatever the line typically would be at the normal check- 
point. So given that dedicated lane, we have the ability to speed 
up the throughput not only there, but also by taking people out of 
the regular checkpoint to also decrease the wait times at those 
checkpoints. 

Because of the limited divestment of items, by allowing people to 
keep their shoes on, their belt on, light jacket on, laptop in their 
briefcase, liquids, aerosols, gels in their carry-on bag, we can pro- 
vide a much more efficient process because of the prescreening we 
have done on the front end. So what we are doing with this is say- 
ing we are still doing thorough screening, it is just that the phys- 
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ical screening at the checkpoint is more limited because we know 
and/or trust the people who are going through that. So what we are 
looking at throughout the country as we expand to 35 airports will 
be what efficiencies can we achieve in the screening workforce, are 
there efficiencies that can be achieved because of the movement to 
the dedicated lanes for Pre-Check, and what are the requirements 
then for the rest of the passengers. 

One of the key things is expanding the population of those who 
we know and trust, and as we can better assess those numbers, we 
will have a much better sense later this year, and clearly a year 
from now, on what additional efficiencies we may achieve. 

Mr. Aderholt. What about regarding cost savings? 

Mr. Pistole. At this point it is, I would say, cost-neutral from 
the standpoint of we are diverting security officers from the normal 
checkpoints to the dedicated lane, so we haven’t seen anything in 
that regard yet. 

I would say it is really too early to say whether there will be cost 
savings. I think the potential is there, clearly, that as we can incor- 
porate more individuals into more Pre-Check checkpoints, then we 
have, I think, a greater opportunity to achieve some of those effi- 
ciencies and, potentially, savings longer term. 

GLOBAL ENTRY 

Mr. Aderholt. I know the Global Entry program has been able 
to try to capture some of that information, and so that is why I 
stress the importance of trying to get a handle on that information. 
As far as the Pre-Check program goes, how do you plan to expand 
the program to anyone that is interested? 

Mr. Pistole. There are several options that we are looking at, 
Mr. Chairman, including starting with those known groups that we 
can easily assess and those — we will be making some more an- 
nouncements about those later on, but for example, members of the 
military that — again, no guarantees. To Ranking Member Price’s 
comment, you know, we are about risk mitigation, not risk elimi- 
nation. So how can we mitigate risk? By incorporating members of 
the military, we will be able to streamline their physical screening 
processes. 

We are also looking at some possibilities either with the airlines 
or with the private sector that could do vetting, in addition to what 
we do or in concert with what we do, to open it up to anybody. So 
right now the two venues, the two avenues, are either because you 
are an elite-tier frequent flyer with Delta, American, expanding to 
most of the major U.S. carriers by the end of the year, or you de- 
cide to enroll in Global Entry, which is a 5-year program, $100 fee, 
so $20 a year to do that. 

Mr. Aderholt. Okay. Mr. Price. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. Let me just continue that same line of 
questioning. I do commend you for moving forward with this Trust- 
ed Traveler approach. 

Mr. Pistole. Thank you. 

Mr. Price. Which is risk-based, and which is a significant depar- 
ture, really a game changer in terms of the one-size-fits-all screen- 
ing that we have had since 9/11. I commend you for moving in this 
direction. I also commend you for wanting to make this more than 
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just a program that focuses on elite travelers. That is an obvious 
first target, I think, the travelers who the airline already knows a 
lot about and who do frequent flying. 

Then you are also talking about the Global Entry participants, 
people who are already involved in Trusted Traveler programs that 
we know about. 

The military does seem to be an obvious line, a next line of ex- 
pansion. The outreach that you do is going to be important, I would 
assume, in attracting people who may not be in these categories, 
and yet you are going to have to make some judgments about the 
kinds of risks that may be increased as you reach out to less famil- 
iar populations. So I think we can assume from what you are say- 
ing here today that you are on to this challenge. 

Mr. Pistole. Yes. If I could just comment on that. Congressman 
Price, just as a metric, for example, on Global Entry, since we an- 
nounced the expansion to the 35 airports, we have seen a signifi- 
cant uptick in the enrollments in Global Entry. And there are some 
major businesses, whether credit card issuers or airlines them- 
selves, who are paying the fee on behalf of their customers to join 
Global Entry just to have that additional benefit. 

But, for example, in the week that we announced the expansion 
of 35, we went from 3 to 4,000 enrollments a week to 10,000 in 
Global Entry. So that is a viable option for anybody who travels, 
perhaps not as frequently, once or twice a week, as some of the 
most elite flyers fly, but it is something where they want that ben- 
efit, at least in those designated airports thus far. 

Mr. Price. As you go into more and more airports, are you look- 
ing at facility changes at checkpoints? Do you think these are going 
to be required in any kind of widespread fashion and are you in 
a position to help fund those? How much of this obligation is going 
to fall on the airport to reconfigure to do whatever kind of reconfig- 
uring is required? 

Mr. Pistole. It really comes down to each airport, I think. Con- 
gressman. And as the old adage, “You have seen one airport, you 
have seen one airport,” so it comes down to how is that checkpoint 
configuration currently established and, for example, is there a pre- 
mier lane for the frequent flyers? What do the airlines, how do they 
feel about either moving that or dedicating that to Pre-Check, be- 
cause it may involve people who are not in their elite frequent flyer 
programs such as those in Global Entry, so really it does come 
down airport to airport. 

Now, I did have a conversation with one of the major airline 
CEOs this morning on another issue, but then we had a discussion 
about Pre-Check, which just anecdotally he described as the most 
successful aviation program in the last 10 years. But he said they 
are investing money, the airline is, with the airport, at a particular 
airport, to provide for more efficient throughput, flow, because of 
the current construct at that particular airport and to accommo- 
date the Pre-Check lane. 

So that is something they are doing. They see the benefits of it. 
So between the airline and the airport, they are assuming those 
costs, so at no cost to the taxpayer or TSA through our budget. So 
it really comes down to a case-by-case determination. 



248 


AIR CARGO SCREENING 

Mr. Price. All right. Let me quickly switch to another topic, one 
you touched on in your testimony, having to do with the screening 
of air cargo. This has been discussed and monitored by this Sub- 
committee year to year for a long time now. The 9/11 Act, of course, 
required you to establish a system to screen 100 percent of air 
cargo that is carried on passenger flights by August 2010, and you 
met that requirement. However, at the same time, you announced 
that screening 100 percent of international air cargo would not 
occur until 2013, and then the attempted air cargo bombing oc- 
curred. You had tried to move that timeline up, but now there 
seems to be, again, some uncertainty as to when this day can be 
met. 

Can you just reiterate what kind of time frame you are looking 
at here? This has been subject to some reevaluation. What is your 
estimate about how much international air cargo originating out- 
side the United States is presently being screened, and when are 
we going to have the 100 percent; what steps are you undertaking 
to get to 100 percent by the end of this year? Do you need any ad- 
ditional resources to make this a reality? 

Mr. Pistole. So the context on this is, of course, the 9/11 re- 
quirement, and then juxtaposed, as you mentioned, with the 
Yemen cargo plot from October 2010, which exposed some of the 
vulnerabilities, frankly, in the international inbound cargo, the 
global supply chain, frankly. 

In January of 2011 we had extensive discussions with industry 
to assess where they could be, either by regulation or by their own 
risk mitigation steps, by the end of 2011. And it was frank con- 
versation where there is acknowledgment that, even if we regu- 
lated it and required it by the end of 2011, they would have great 
difficulties in achieving 100-percent international inbound on pas- 
senger planes, but they were doing a number of things on their 
own at their own expense, particularly domestic cargo carriers, 
which have invested millions of dollars on their own, simply as a 
good risk mitigation strategy, as a return on investment for their 
shareholders, making sure nobody wants to have one of their 
planes blown up by a terrorist plot. 

So what we have done over the last year-plus now is to assess 
the best way forward using a risk-based, intelligence-driven strat- 
egy, just as we are doing with passengers. And in that context we 
have done two things. One is work closely with the 20 countries 
that account for over 80 percent of the inbound cargo to the U.S. 
to have them devise national cargo security programs similar to 
what we have here in the U.S. that helped us achieve that 100-per- 
cent goal, as you mentioned, by August 2010. A number of those 
countries have completed their programs, and we have certified 
those programs, or we are in that process, and so that is one as- 
pect. 

The other aspect is using a known shipper/known shipment ap- 
proach. Not only have we achieved 100 percent of high-risk cargo 
inbound to the U.S. on passenger planes, but we believe we are in 
good shape, and I always like to manage expectations. But I believe 
we are in good shape to have by the end of this year, by December, 
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hopefully, even December 1 of this year, 100 percent of all inbound 
cargo on passenger planes to the U.S. to be physically screened. 

So that is the goal, and we have a number of metrics in place. 
We have out for comment right now some of those requirements 
that we would have. Industry has another 15 or 30 days to com- 
ment, but because of the extensive discussions, we have a good 
sense where they are, they know where we are, and that is our 
goal. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. 

Mr. Aderholt. What we will do is recognize the Members as 
they appeared, as they came to the Committee this morning. So 
Mr. Latham, you are recognized next. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and wel- 
come. 

Mr. Pistole. Thank you, sir. 

GENERAL AVIATION 

Mr. Latham. There is a concern with general aviation, related to 
temporary flight restrictions placed on air space normally where 
the President is visiting or, I guess, where there is a national spe- 
cial security event going on. A lot of people in general aviation 
think that is somewhat overrestrictive, especially because some- 
times it can happen with very little notice under programs or proc- 
esses in place. This is particularly true at the National Airport 
here and the capital region. Could you tell me what role you have 
as far as the temporary flight restriction areas, what your input is? 

Mr. Pistole. Yes, Congressman Latham, thank you. The issue, 
as you noted, is typically when the President is in an area or there 
is a National Security Special Event. We work closely with FAA, 
obviously, which has the responsibility for controlling the air space, 
along — most times, because the President is involved — with Secret 
Service and also the Department of Defense. 

So there are at least four of us involved in that process. And 
what we have done, at least over the last year and a half since I 
have been here, is working with the GA community to say how can 
we provide you as much notification as possible that there is going 
to be a temporary flight restriction over a designated area, whether 
it is Martha’s Vineyard or Las Vegas or wherever the President 
may be going, Chicago, obviously; and, then, how can we work 
with, in terms of gateway airports, other opportunities for GA to 
perhaps go in or out of, that may not affect that temporary flight 
restriction area? 

So at least in the last year, I have not heard complaints from the 
community, as opposed to prior when there were several bad exam- 
ples, frankly, of the U.S. Government not coordinating well to ad- 
dress both the security aspects but also the — not only the GA but 
the commercial aviation needs. 

Mr. Latham. And what has changed? 

Mr. Pistole. It is a more deliberate engagement with the GA 
community, and the goal is to provide as much advance notification 
as possible, and then looking at possible gateway airports in the 
area that could be used as alternatives that may not have been 
designated or not been used or cleared for usage in the same way. 
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Mr. Latham. Is there any consideration of maybe different op- 
tions for other airports as far as the program similar to the capital 
area here? 

Mr. Pistole. Yes, as far as the access to Reagan? 

Mr. Latham. Different airports, like Chicago or whatever, are 
there programs? 

Mr. Pistole. I want to make sure I am understanding your ques- 
tion. So were you talking about access to, for example, D.C. at 
Reagan Airport? 

Mr. Latham. Right, right. 

Mr. Pistole. We work with the community on those gateway air- 
ports that general aviation may be coming out of, for example, to 
get into DCA, to get into Reagan. But as far as it relates to O’Hare 
or — if you are talking about if there is a TFR, yeah, yes, that is 
the whole point of trying to establish what are the alternate air- 
ports in the area that might be available, or the timing. 

One of the key issues is how long is that TFR in effect. So if it 
is 2 hours, that is one thing. If it is 18 hours — in one situation with 
Las Vegas, I think perhaps 2 years ago, it was an extended period, 
which caused a lot of disruption. 

Mr. Latham. Are you involved with the discussions as far as poli- 
cies here? 

Mr. Pistole. Yes. 

Mr. Latham. Or is it just Secret Service? 

Mr. Pistole. Oh, no, no. It is Secret Service, FAA, DOD, and 
TSA. 


FEDERAL FLIGHT DECK OFFICERS/AIR MARSHALS 

Mr. Latham. Okay. The Federal flight deck officer program, you 
have proposed pretty si^ificant cuts to the program. Can you give 
us an idea what you think would be the impact of that, of the re- 
duced funding for the program, and how that reduction helps en- 
hance the risk-mitigation approaches to aviation security? 

Mr. Pistole. Yes. What the impact — and let me say in an ideal 
world, not budget-constrained, we would seek to fully fund the pro- 
gram. We are not in that environment, so we have had to take — 
we are taking reductions, and so we are looking from a risk-based 
approach as to how we can best use our appropriated funds. Be- 
cause we don’t assign, obviously, the pilots on which flights they 
are on, and the Federal Air Marshals, for example, who are on 
flights, are often scheduled 30 to 45 days in advance, it is very dif- 
ficult to reconcile the schedules between the FAMs on board and 
the Federal flight deck officers on board. 

So what we are doing is simply, from a risk mitigation stand- 
point, is saying that there is a possibility of FAMs on board, there 
is a possibility of Federal Flight Deck Officers on board. The net 
effect of this is that there will be fewer pilots that would be trained 
or recertified on an ongoing basis, at least in Fiscal Year 2013. And 
then in the outyears, we would have to look at what the funding 
opportunities might be. 

Mr. Latham. So the funding is about cut in half; is that right? 

Mr. Pistole. Yes, from $25 million to $12.5 million, yes. 

Mr. Latham. Okay, thank you. 

Mr. Aderholt. Ms. Lowey. 
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Mrs. Lowey. Good morning. 

Mr. Pistole. Good morning, ma’am. 

Mrs. Lowey. As the author, as you know, of legislation to provide 
collective bargaining and whistleblower protection for TSOs, I want 
to commend you for recognizing the benefits of giving the TSA 
workforce a seat at the table. 

employee relations 

As you know, the Aviation and Transportation Security Act of 
2001 granted the TSA administrator discretionary authority over 
all TSA employment issues, including collective bargaining. And as 
a result, transportation security officers, unlike all other DHS em- 
ployees, do not yet have full collective bargaining rights. 

I feel very strongly that there should not be two sets of rules for 
employees of the same agency, one for TSOs and another for all 
TSA employees. I am very pleased that you are taking strides in 
providing these basic worker protections. Do you have an update 
for us on the ongoing discussions between TSA and its employees? 

Mr. Pistole. Yes, Congresswoman. We have had a number of 
fruitful discussions. We have ground rules signed, we are in the 
process of resolving some issues which are out, actually outside the 
determination which I issued a year ago, February of last year, as 
it relates to that very issue of affording all employees the basic 
same due process rights as it relates to adjudication of misconduct 
issues and things like that. 

So I have had personal conversations with John Gage and the 
DHS general counsel, with his general counsel, on that area. We 
also have some other issues under the 11 items of the determina- 
tion where we are looking to seek common ground, where we can 
provide the best opportunities for training of the workforce, of any 
additional issues as it relates to those nonsecurity items I carved 
out in the determination, say, let’s make sure we focus on those 
things that are key to the workforce without implicating the secu- 
rity aspects, which I need to maintain that control over, to make 
sure we are providing the best possible security. 

privatized screening 

Mrs. Lowey. As you know. Congress found that a lack of the 
dedicated screening workforce was an underlying cause of com- 
promised security which contributed to the events of September 
11th. Who screens passengers and cargo, how they are trained, 
whether our country has a uniform and dedicated screening work- 
force, continues to be a matter of national security. 

In light of this, TSA took part in a pilot program, the Screening 
Partnership Program, or SPP, which allowed certain airports to use 
private screeners. Last year you determined that you do not, “see 
any clear and substantial advantage to expanding,” privatization of 
screening duties at airports, and announced that you would limit 
the SPP to the 16 airports currently in contract with private 
screeners. I am concerned that the recently passed FAA authoriza- 
tion bill could force you to increase the role of private screeners, 
even though you have found that there is no advantage to doing 
so. 
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So when you reviewed TSA policies regarding the SPP, what ad- 
vantages did you find in the Federal TSO workforce that led you 
to determine that the SPP should not be extended? 

Mr. Pistole. There were two generally, ma’am; and one was sim- 
ply my perspective that I believe it should be a federalized counter- 
terrorism workforce overall. So that is a philosophical part of it. 

The second part was cost, and at least up until recently all of the 
SPP airports, the 16 that you mentioned, are at additional cost to 
the taxpayers than the federalized work forces, and there have 
been different studies, and depending on which numbers you look 
at — but the average has been between 3 percent and 9 percent 
more for the privatized workforce. 

You have a private company, they have overhead and things. 
And so in my decision last January it was simply said, if there is 
clear and substantial benefit to the U.S. Government, the tax- 
payers, and our security mission, then I would be open to that. 

So now, given the FAA, the bill, that has changed the paradigm, 
and so we are looking at how to assess that. We have had two air- 
ports come in, since the bill was passed and the President signed, 
that have requested consideration. So what we are looking at now 
is how we go through that process. And so I have a number of peo- 
ple working on that in anticipation of the possibility of other air- 
ports coming in for that privatized assessment. 

Mrs. Lowey. Even though you did not see any benefit? 

Mr. Pistole. Well, so it is — obviously, the SPP airports have to 
follow the same security protocols. They have to follow the same 
SOP as the federalized airports do. So, yeah, I don’t see the benefit, 
unless there is some cost differential benefit or there is some best 
practice they can develop, and that is the enabling legislation, that 
is what it was created for, to say is there some best practice that 
can be determined in the private sector. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I hope you keep us 
up to date on this. 

Mr. Pistole. Thank you, ma’am. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Dent. 

100-PERCENT SCREENING 

Mr. Dent. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. In follow-up to Ranking 
Member Price’s question on the 100-percent screening mandate for 
air cargo on passenger aircraft, if I understood you correctly, we 
have not yet met that 100-percent screening mandate that was 
supposed to take effect August 2010 for inbound cargo on pas- 
senger airplanes; is that correct? 

Mr. Pistole. That is correct. Congressman. We met it domesti- 
cally; but on the international, we are still working on that, other 
than we do 100 percent of high-risk cargo. 

Mr. Dent. Right, right. 

Mr. Pistole. How we assess high risk, we do 100 percent of high 
risk, but for overall shipments on passenger planes, no, we are not 
at 100 percent. Airlines assess they are at 80-plus percent, but we 
don’t have a way of independently validating that right now. 

Mr. Dent. At the time, I thought the mandate was unrealistic 
and unattainable at the time, and it is clear you need collaboration 
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from foreign governments who may or may not be as interested in 
this; is that correct? 

Mr. Pistole. That is right on point, Congressman. 

Mr. Dent. I know, just for the record, there are a lot of folks who 
insisted we could meet this at the time, and I am glad you are just 
telling us it has not been met. Wish it were, but clearly it was an 
unrealistic mandate. 

Already, Administrator Pistole, in 2008, Congress provided about 
$8.1 million to fund pilot tests at Biometric Technologies to read 
and access the TWIC card. The pilots were completed in May of 
last year, I am told. Your budget notes that the report to Congress 
is currently under review. It has been 5 years since the pilots were 
funded. When is Congress going to receive that report? 

Mr. Pistole. Actually, Congressman, I appreciate you asking 
that because we had an update just last night. I believe it was de- 
livered to the authorizing committee last night or, at the latest, 
this morning. So the pilot report was — should have been delivered 
by now, it has been delivered. 

Mr. Dent. Oh, okay. So you have given it to the authorizing com- 
mittee? 

Mr. Pistole. Much delayed, but yes. 

Mr. Dent. Thank you. That takes care of that. 

Mr. Pistole. Thank you for that question. 

TWIG readers 

Mr. Dent. The Coast Guard is currently using hand-held readers 
for TWIC verification, and it appears to be — it may be a very long 
time before any other readers are deployed or rules are promul- 
gated. While we understand it is difficult to craft a rule that ac- 
commodates the many different circumstances, locations, and con- 
nections in which TWIC readers would have to be used, do you 
have an estimate of when a TWIC reader, TWIC reader rule would 
be released? 

Mr. Pistole. The Coast Guard and I had a meeting with Sec- 
retary Napolitano last week on that very issue, and there are var- 
ied estimates, but the notice of proposed rulemaking on the card 
reader is still a ways off. But the Coast Guard has that, it has all 
the data that they need for it and are working through that pro- 
posed rulemaking process. 

advanced imaging technology 

Mr. Dent. Okay. And also with respect to the Advanced Imaging 
Technology program, you mentioned it in your remarks. How many 
airports right now do you know are we in with AIT machines? 

Mr. Pistole. We are in approximately 70? No. 100? You know, 
I will have to get that. 

Voice. One fifty-five. 

Mr. Pistole. One hundred fifty-five. 

Mr. Dent. One hundred fifty-five? 

Mr. Pistole. Thank you. Yeah. We have 644 machines in 155 
airports right now for AIT. 

Mr. Dent. Are we finding many passengers declining the AIT 
and opting for the pat-downs? 
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Mr. Pistole. We are still around 99 percent of people opting to 
go through the AIT, so around 1 percent of people opt out. 

Mr. Dent. And are we successful — maybe some of this you would 
have to talk about in classified settings — ^but have we been pretty 
effective in identifying prohibited materials? 

Mr. Pistole. We have been effective in identifying a number of 
things, including some very small items. That being said, it is not 
a silver bullet, it is not a panacea piece of technology. And I would 
want to go into a closed setting to discuss the details. But, for ex- 
ample, there was chief of staff to the Secretary who had a piece of 
Nicorette gum in his back pocket. It picked that up, so it can pick 
up things. 

Mr. Dent. One of the big problems had been, I think, the screen- 
ers were not always perhaps as well trained as they should be for 
that type of technology. The technology works, but reading the im- 
ages has been a problem. Is that still an issue? 

Mr. Pistole. That is correct. Congressman. So the technology 
may depict it, but then if the security officer is not either well 
enough trained or not focused on that image, then that is part of 
the issue that we are working on right now to address. 

Mr. Dent. Are the privacy issues still as they were before, set 
people in a separate room? 

Mr. Pistole. That is only on what is known as the backscatter 
machine. So we are only purchasing those machines that have 
what is known as the automatic target recognition, the privacy fil- 
ter built in, so when you walk through, you actually see the generic 
outline of a person right there, so the passenger sees it. So 444 of 
the machines have that ATR feature, and any new machine will 
have that ATR feature. The manufacturer of backscatter is still 
working on perfecting the generic outline of a person depiction, but 
we believe they will b^e completed here in the near future. 

AIT MACHINES 

Mr. Dent. How are we doing on any internalized bombs? Are we 
developing the technology? I mean, I know the AITs cannot 

Mr. Pistole. Are you talking about the body cavity devices? 

Mr. Dent. The body cavity. 

Mr. Pistole. Those are a challenge, frankly. So we would use 
other layers of security. Hopefully we would have intelligence about 
the person ahead of time, either from overseas, or if it is somebody 
here — a homegrown violent extremist — or a behavior detection offi- 
cer may pick up something, a canine may pick up something, other 
layers. But when it comes to just technology, if there is no metal 
on that person, on that device, and it is surgically implanted, that 
is one of the great challenges. 

Mr. Dent. I thought they were developing a technology similar 
to an AIT that could detect that. Is that not the case? 

Mr. Pistole. Are you talking about within the body? 

Mr. Dent. Within the body. 

Mr. Pistole. No. 

Mr. Dent. All right. I am going to yield back then. Thanks, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Aderholt. Ms. Roybal-Allard. 
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Ms. Roybal- Allard. Welcome. Let me begin, first of all, by ex- 
pressing my concern with regard to the 50-percent reduction in the 
Federal Flight Deck Officer Program. In a plane hijacking, as you 
well know, pilots are the last line of defense in the event of attack, 
and I think it is extremely important that they are fully trained 
and prepared to address that kind of a situation to protect pas- 
sengers and their plane, so I am hoping that we will be able to ad- 
dress that in some way. 

I also want to express my concern that was raised by Nita Lowey 
with regards to the possibility of using more private screening per- 
sonnel, not only because of the fact that historically they cost more, 
but also they have not proven to be more effective. And I am hop- 
ing that we will be able to look at that very, very carefully, and, 
if we do use them more, that we have very strict rules about how 
they are monitored in terms of their ability to maintain the highest 
quality of security, especially in light of the fact that it was private 
screeners that the original terrorists went through, a private 
screening security. 

Mr. Pistole. Right. 


PRIVACY AND SCREENING 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. Now, I do understand that TSA is working 
to address the legitimate privacy concerns that have been associ- 
ated with the use of full-body scanning technology and are install- 
ing new software that shows only the generic outline of a person 
instead of the full images of passengers, and I think this is an im- 
portant step, and I think there are millions of Americans that are 
going to be very pleased by that. 

According to your Web site, however, the new software has only 
been installed in one of the two types of machines that TSA uses, 
the millimeter wave machines, but not on the backscatter ma- 
chines. What technological challenges do you face in adapting the 
software to be used in the backscatter machines, and when do you 
anticipate that all of these devices will be in use? 

Mr. Pistole. Well, I am hopeful that later this year all, every 
AIT, every body scanner, as you say, will have that privacy filter, 
the automatic target recognition built in. As I mentioned, 444 of 
the existing 644 currently have that. We are close — the manufac- 
turer, I should say, is close on perfecting the depiction, that generic 
outline of a person that you mentioned, that depiction which is crit- 
ical to moving away from the more revealing image. And I am 
hopeful in the next, I will say, several months that they will have 
perfected that. We are testing it right now. So they have been 
working on it for quite a while, recognizing that we are not buying 
any of those old types. And so they have an incentive to make sure 
they get this right as soon as possible. So if we plan to buy any 
of those, then they need to have that privacy filter built in. 

STAFFING 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. Okay. I also have a question about the arbi- 
trary limit that this committee has set in terms of the hiring of 
TSA screeners, and I know that you are requesting 46,000 screen- 
ers, and I believe — I am sorry, 48, and our limit has been 46. 
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My question is, when you hear some of the Members’ experiences 
at their airports, they say they have TSA agents that are just 
hanging around because there is not enough work to be done. On 
the other hand, when you go to LAX, it is just the opposite; there 
simply are not enough screeners, and a lot of the machines aren’t 
even being operated. And when I have asked it is because, they 
said, there aren’t any people there. And so the lines are much, 
much longer there at LAX. 

So how does your agency calculate its staffing needs, and could 
you describe the impact of capping these and why the experiences 
of some airports, they just seem to be standing around, and in oth- 
ers, like LAX, there just simply aren’t enough? 

Mr. Pistole. One of the things we have done over the last 5 
years is to develop efficiencies in the staffing model for each airport 
and going to more part-time workers. So, for example, we have a 
little bit over 37,000 full-time workers. To complement those, for 
the morning rush hour and the afternoon rush hour, which most 
airports, at least major airports have, just like the morning com- 
mute for everybody, we have hired over 14,000 part-time officers 
who will come in just to do, for example, from 4:30 in the morning 
until 9 or something; and then we have a similar cadre come in in 
the late afternoon to handle that outbound rush, if you will. 

So we have achieved efficiencies and are able to stay under the 
cap because of the language that the subcommittee has, which says 
it only applies to full-time employees. And so we are well under 
that cap, and even with this increase we would still stay under 
that. And, again, by trying to provide the best value to the tax- 
payers by having just people there when they need to be there — 
now, LAX obviously is a challenge. We have the greatest number 
of security officers at any one airport at LAX, and we are always 
looking at ways that we can improve the efficiency of the staffing 
models to make sure that we are particularly addressing those 
rush hour — and that was one of the issues I spoke with the airline 
CEO this morning about, at a particular airport, about the morning 
rush hour, and as we go to Pre-Check and as they expand in that 
airport, how that is going to jam those security lines unless there 
is something done. And so their solution is to help foot the bill on 
that. 

Ms. Roybal- Allard. If you could get it right at LAX, you can get 
it right anywhere. 

Mr. Pistole. Yes, ma’am, thank you. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Carter. 

Mr. Carter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Welcome. 

Mr. Pistole. Thank you, sir. 

SPOT PROGRAM 

Mr. Carter. According to the information that I have, TSA has 
spent close to a billion dollars on the SPOT program since fiscal 
year 2007, and will require another $1.2 billion over the next 5 
years. However, according to a GAO report, at least 17 known ter- 
rorists have flown on 24 different occasions, passing through secu- 
rity at eight SPOT airports. GAO further reported that it is not 
known if the SPOT program has resulted in the arrest of anyone 
who is a terrorist or who was planning to engage in terrorist-re- 
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lated activities. This is not a very good record for a program that 
the United States taxpayers have spent a billion dollars on over the 
past several years. I think you probably agree with that, unless you 
have other information. 

In addition, I understand the Science and Technology office of 
DHS has done a study and concluded in April of 2011 there re- 
mains no scientific consensus on the effectiveness of this program. 
Are you aware of that, and is that correct? Don’t you think we 
ought to scientifically vet these programs and technologies before 
the taxpayers foot the bill? 

Mr. Pistole. Thank you. Congressman, you have asked some 
good questions. And I do have concerns about making sure that we 
do use taxpayer money in an effective and efficient way. 

Some context on the GAO report on those 17 purported terror- 
ists: Because of my past job at the FBI and running counterter- 
rorism and being the deputy director, I am aware of each one of 
those. Most of those were what were known as fund-raisers as op- 
posed to bomb throwers, operatives. And so the fact that a behavior 
detection officer may or may not have picked up on that, and we 
don’t know exactly where they were, at what times, or whether 
they were actually encountered. But it would be like a business- 
man or woman traveling, they had no ill intent to the security of 
that aircraft, they are going to make money, to raise money some- 
place, so they would not be manifesting the signs of, say, a suicide 
bomber. So that is one aspect to it. 

The fact that there have not been any terrorists arrested or iden- 
tified is, I think — I am hoping that goes to the deterrent effect of 
the multiple layers of security we have. To my knowledge, again 
based on my work at the Bureau and here, I am not aware of any 
actual terrorists trying to get on a plane in the U.S. since 9/11. Ob- 
viously we have had surface threats, Najibullah Zazi, New York 
City, and other people. On the S&T study that you mentioned, they 
actually found that the use of behavior detection techniques is mul- 
tiple times more effective than random, so there are a number of 
different aspects of that report, but I don’t recall whether that is 
sensitive security information, but I would just say multiple times 
more effective than random. And there have been a number of peo- 
ple arrested as a result of referrals from behavior detection officers, 
particularly for drug trafficking, illegal aliens, things that are not 
necessarily within the direct purview of TSA, but because of their 
false identity and things like that, because they were manifesting 
some signs of something going on, there have been a number of 
people arrested as a result of those referrals. 

So it is, I agree it is a large dollar expenditure. I see it as one 
of those multiple layers of security that is completely unintrusive 
unless the person is exhibiting something that would warrant fol- 
low-up. 


PUFFER MACHINES 

Mr. Carter. Along the same lines about the scientific studies 
that have concluded some things are not working well, there was 
also the procurement of hundreds of puffers that proved ineffective 
in operational environments. Do you want to tell us about that? 
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Mr. Pistole. I am aware of that, and I don’t recall what year. 
That may have been 2006 or 2007, or so, that there was a strong 
push, as I understand, to come up with some technology to detect 
explosive residue on people because walk-through metal detectors 
will not do that unless it is a metal bomb. And so there was a 
strong push and funding for that to have technology companies 
come up with something. The puffer machines, as I understand, it 
was a design defect from the standpoint of bringing up air from the 
floor and that we did not have a testing facility to properly test 
that in an airport environment. And so when the air was brought 
up from the floor, it brought contaminants with it, as opposed to 
simply having the air brought down from the ceiling, which would 
have been more effective. So those machines were all removed, and 
it was an unfortunate episode, I think. 

Mr. Carter. Well, you know, I have been on this committee since 
2004, and I remember we talked about the bomb residue detection 
wipe method they do now. And we were talking about comparing 
which one was good, and I raised the issue, and so did other peo- 
ple, about the use of canines. My background comes from local law 
enforcement as a judge, and I have seen plenty of evidence that ca- 
nines do excellent work, and it caught some bad guys, both bomb- 
ers and drug guys. 

Mr. Pistole. Agreed. 


CANINES 

Mr. Carter. I notice that you are requesting $2.5 million for ca- 
nine explosive detection. So way back, as we were about to buy 
those puffers, there were people asking about canines and would it 
not have been cheaper to have gone with a canine program than 
spend the money on the technology. We know the canines work. 

Mr. Pistole. I believe they do, both for drugs and certain types. 
They have to, obviously, be trained for the specific type of explo- 
sives you are looking for, but they are effective, and we have over 
900 canine teams now. 

Mr. Carter. I am glad to hear that. 

Mr. Pistole. Yeah, we are expanding, and thank you for your 
support on that. 

Mr. Carter. Because I was really on top, asking for that. At the 
time it was not being responded to. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Frelinghuysen. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. I guess I am not batting cleanup, but it is 
a pleasure to be here. 

Mr. Pistole. It is good to see you, sir. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. As one of the tens of thousands of people 
who have had hip surgery last year, let me say I have gotten to 
know some of your people up close and personal. And I would like 
to say for the record, I am glad they go through the process they 
do. I don’t find it objectionable at all. 

Mr. Pistole. Thank you. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. But I am challenged every time that I do 
it. I would like to — the questions here, of course, have been some- 
what — 

Mr. Pistole. Titanium? 
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Mr. Frelinghuysen. Titanium, yeah. I hope the right one. 

Mr. Pistole. That is right. No recalls yet. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. No recalls. Either that or the New Jersey 
pharmaceutical base is going to be in some deep trouble. 

Mr. Pistole. Okay. 

OTHER SCREENING INCIDENTS 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. But most of our questions here have been 
sort of air traffic, airline centric. Of course you are responsible for 
a lot more than that. There have been a couple of incidents up at 
Newark airport that have been high profile for any number of rea- 
sons, and I would just sort of like to know how many of these inci- 
dents occur on a regular basis. You know, I guess it is a failure in 
some cases of bad judgment on some people’s part, or lapses. Can 
you sort of categorize where we stand on a regular basis? 

Mr. Pistole. I guess the good news is they are infrequent. New- 
ark has had a higher number than other airports in two areas. One 
is in — I would describe as lack of attention paid to either the object 
being screened or the person going through an access door or an 
exit lane that should have been prevented, or in the area of inter- 
nal issues, whether that is theft by a TSA employee or failure to 
screen bags particularly, and yet basically saying that that was 
done. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. So when these incidents occur, do you do — 
this is maybe not the right term — do you do a postmortem on those 
episodes? 

Mr. Pistole. Absolutely. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Do people actually — is somebody held re- 
sponsible? 

Mr. Pistole. Absolutely, Congressman. And in the latter cat- 
egory, in terms of what would be misconduct, then obviously people 
are — an inquiry is held, and if it is found to be true, then there is 
an adjudication process leading up to what could be dismissal. 

SIGNAGE 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. On the other side of the equation, there is 
the issue of personal responsibility. I think the Committee directed 
you to do some signage and things of that nature. 

Mr. Pistole. Yes. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Has the signage been put up; and has actu- 
ally any of the signage which, you know, implies perhaps penalties, 
have any of those penalties been exacted? 

Mr. Pistole. So if you are talking about — the signage for the 
passengers? 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Yes. This is a two-way street here. 

Mr. Pistole. Right. And there were the two issues. So these, the 
signs have been — what has been added is the language that de- 
scribes the penalties associated with that, including the possibility 
of criminal prosecution that was not readily apparent to people be- 
fore. So we have had the authority to fine people up to $11,000 for 
a security breach. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Just for the record, I am sure that you are 
a forgiving person, but in reality has anybody paid any penalty for 
violations? 
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Mr. Pistole. Yes. I think — I forget the figures, but 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. If you would provide them for the record. 

[The information follows:] 

Response: Between July 1 and December 31, 2011, TSA assessed a total of 
$16,500 in civil penalties in 26 cases involving artful concealment. During the same 
6 months, TSA assessed a total of $6,260 in civil penalties in nine cases involving 
exit lane violations. 

During the same six months, TSA assessed a $500 civil penalty in one case involv- 
ing presence in the sterile area without undergoing screening. 

Mr. Pistole. There have beeu a uumber of fiues assessed ou peo- 
ple for violatiug security. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. I am uot sure I have euough time, but if 
you were to take a look at a cargo hold, what goes iuto it, you have 
the immediate passeuger stuff, you kuow, baggage. Aud theu you 
have, as you call, the kuowu shipmeuts, right? 

Mr. Pistole. Uh-huh. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. So if you were to sort of dissect, there is a 
rush obviously to get that plaue out ou the ruuway, the deadliues, 
there are a hell of a lot of plaues, passeugers. This issue here, is 
there some sort of a segregatiou of that cargo iu aud of itself? I uu- 
derstaud you probably look over mauifests, but iu the rush to get 
people out of there, are you giviug atteutiou to the other side of the 
cargo, aud is there a part of the cargo hold that I am uot eveu 
aware of, we are uot eveu aware of? 

Mr. Pistole. No, I thiuk you are describiug it. Aud so uuder our 
certified cargo screeuiug program here domestically — we, of course, 
have almost 1,200 private compauies that do the screeuiug of cargo 
off the airport facility, aud so that accouuts for about half of all the 
cargo that goes ou U.S. passeuger flights. So it is uot cougested 
there at the airport. So they come iu haviug beeu screeued at au 
off-site facility, aud theu it is iutegrated iuto the rest of the cargo 
aud the passeugers’ goods that are comiug ou there. For that other 
half, that is doue ou the airport facility. 

screening technology recapitalization 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Thauk you, Mr. Chairmau. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thauk you, Mr. Freliughuyseu. 

Admiuistrator, your $347 milliou request for purchase aud iustal- 
latiou of baggage screeuiug techuology focuses ou recapitalizatiou. 
Accordiug to your budget, this will leave 86 perceut of airports with 
uo completed system. Could you explaiu why you advocate replac- 
iug admittedly old systems at the expeuse of some gaps iu cov- 
erage? 

Mr. Pistole. Yes. I would have to look at the actual details. I 
thiuk that if we look at the category X aud theu the Is, 2s, 3s, aud 
4s, I dou’t kuow if your 86 perceut is iucludiug those CAT 4s, the 
smallest airports, or uot. So that may have to — I may have to look 
at that. But clearly we are tryiug to look at the highest risk, aud 
for those machiues that have beeu iu service really siuce 2002, fol- 
io wiug the 9/11 attacks, they are gettiug to the eud of their useful 
lives. So iu those higher-risk areas, whether it is Newark or At- 
lauta, wherever they may be, we waut to make sure that where the 
highest uumber of passeugers are goiug through have the best 
equipmeut aud the most up-to-date. So I will have to get back to 
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you in terms of that percentage. But the key is from a risk-based 
approach, say, do we have the best equipment at the critical loca- 
tions on an ongoing basis? So that is the purpose of the recapital- 
ization. 

As you know, we have invested over or nearly $3V2 billion since 
2009 on the EDS equipment, 25 percent on the equipment, the rest 
on the installation, so we have a huge investment. We want to 
make sure that in these next years that we can recapitalize, we can 
keep that equipment working well as we look ahead, as opposed to 
trying to necessarily outfit every airport. At least the figures I 
have, 86 percent of the airports have some. They are either com- 
plete or have some, so they are not complete, but have — some are 
complete and some are “some.” 

Mr. Aderholt. Okay. You are requesting continued language 
permitting TSA to use the Aviation Security Capital Fund for 
equipment purchases in fiscal year 2013. How much will you use 
for this purpose in fiscal year 2012, and how much do you propose 
to use in fiscal year 2013? Will you have sufficient funding for nec- 
essary airport facility modifications? 

Mr. Pistole. So that $250 million to which you are referring is 
something that we look at in terms of where the greatest needs are 
and how we can, again, mitigate risk based on what the current 
intelligence is. I don’t have specific figures for you for 2012 and 
2013, so I will have to get back with you on that in terms of what 
our projections are, but suffice it to say that we see that as clearly 
a responsibility to apply those funds in that risk mitigation strat- 
egy the best — reduces risk across the board. 

Mr. Aderholt. Yeah, if you could get that information back, that 
would be helpful. 

Mr. Pistole. All right, sir. 

[The information follows:] 

Response: In FY 2012, TSA currently plans to obligate approximately $227 million 
of the Aviation Security Capital Fund for Recapitalization projects. TSA’s notional 
plan for FY 2013 includes using approximately $184 million of the Aviation Security 
Capital Fund to execute recapitalization projects. Recapitalization costs include 
equipment purchase, installation and associated facility modifications. The esti- 
mates are subject to change based on the results of on-going site surveys as well 
as airport readiness. 

Mr. Aderholt. The fiscal year 2012 appropriation for Transpor- 
tation Security Support restricts your ability to obligate $20 million 
until the Committee’s on Appropriations of the House and the Sen- 
ate receive detailed expenditure plans for air cargo security, check- 
point support, checked baggage screening, and related program ac- 
tivity. The fiscal year 2011 expenditure plan, as you know, was re- 
ceived only at the end of that fiscal year. When can we expect to 
get your plan? 

Mr. Pistole. Yes, I am hopeful — well, clearly. Chairman, we will 
be doing better than last year, and I am hopeful that the expendi- 
ture plans, which are in administration review, will be to the sub- 
committee in the not-too-distant future. And I wish I could give you 
a date certain, but I pledge to do all I can to get them to you as 
quickly as possible. 

Mr. Aderholt. One thing that we hear from industry quite a bit, 
is they would appreciate greater transparency about TSA procure- 
ment plans, both in terms of requirements, spending, and schedule. 
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While this may not always be possible to accommodate fully, what 
steps are you taking to be good partners with industry to benefit 
both your agency and to help ensure effective collaboration with 
the private sector? 

Mr. Pistole. So, for example, last week I personally met with 
seven CEOs or COOs of major technology companies that we do 
business with, to give them my vision for what the technology looks 
like for the future and trying to describe the interest in integrated 
systems, those systems that have the best detection capabilities ob- 
viously at the least cost, but also can be integrated effectively into 
the airport without modification cost to the airport. So I met with 
them. We had ongoing dialogue at the staff level as to those other 
issues, but at least in this meeting last week, it was an opportunity 
at the CEO level with me to have a broad exchange of information 
and ideas. 

Mr. Aderholt. Well, I just stress to you, that is something we 
hear quite a bit about, and your assistance in that regard would 
be very helpful. Your recent meeting I think was probably on the 
right track for that. 


PRIVATIZED SCREENING 

I want to follow up on a question Ms. Lowey and Ms. Roybal- 
Allard mentioned a little bit earlier about the SPP. Of course, now 
the standard for approving SPP airports has been changed, as was 
noted. Do you anticipate that you will approve more applications 
for the program than you did under the previous standard? 

Mr. Pistole. Well, I first note, Mr. Chairman, that, you know, 
of course under the prior program we had not received that many 
applications, so it may be because airports, whatever their rea- 
son — under this, the new constructs, with the FAA law in place 
now, what I am very interested in is how many new applications 
we receive. And I mentioned we have the two: one new one, Sac- 
ramento; and one renewed request, and that is Orlando Sanford. So 
we are watching that closely to see how many airports come in. 

To answer your question, I think that given the default position 
of being approved, assuming that all things else are equal in es- 
sence, I think there is clearly the possibility of additional airports 
being approved. 

Mr. Aderholt. I understand just a few weeks ago you actually 
approved an SPP application for West Yellowstone, Montana. 

Mr. Pistole. That is correct. 

Mr. Aderholt. Assuming a contractual agreement is signed with 
them, how and when do you intend to reallocate funds from TSA 
operations to the SPP budget to fund transition to a private con- 
tract? 

Mr. Pistole. Specifically related to West Yellowstone? 

Mr. Aderholt. Yes. 

Mr. Pistole. So it is a seasonal airport, June through Sep- 
tember, I believe, just a 4-month airport. Ideally, we would be able 
to actually do that by June. The normal acquisition process, as you 
know, does not benefit it, behoove it to achieving that, so we are 
looking at those options clearly for next year. But in the meantime 
we may be able to have something done by summertime that would 
allow — assuming they come in with a proposal that makes sense 
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from a cost perspective. So our estimates are that it would be, but 
we have to wait for that actual proposal to see. 

Mr. Aderholt. My time is up. Mr. Price. 

AIT 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Pistole, let’s return to 
the question of the advanced imaging technology machines. You 
have responded to a number of members’ questions about this. I 
want to relate this more specifically, though, if I might, to the 
budget request you have made. You have been authorized to pro- 
cure up to 1,250 AIT machines, I believe. 

Mr. Pistole. That is correct. 

Mr. Price. And you have talked of plans to acquire 1,800 sys- 
tems to reach full operational capacity at all airports nationwide. 
And of course both of those figures represent substantial increases 
from the number now deployed or the number now funded. Yet you 
don’t have any funding requests for new machines for 2013. So that 
does raise the question of what your plans now look like and 
whether those plans are under revision. Do you still look at 1,800 
machines as what it is going to take to reach full operating capac- 
ity, or are you revising that estimate? 

And then, secondly, we hear about the difficulties sometimes that 
you have in deploying a system for every checkpoint lane because 
of the limited footprint that certain lanes provide. I wonder to what 
extent these challenges you face at airport checkpoints in installing 
these machines might enter into any reevaluation that is going on, 
and whether that is leading to any kind of reevaluation about the 
eventual deployment numbers. 

Mr. Pistole. Thank you. Congressman Price. Yes, first, the per- 
spective on the AIT is that they are the best technology we have 
to detect the current threat that we see, the nonmetallic devices. 
That is what we saw, the underwear bomber on Christmas Day in 
2009. The original day going back to post-Christmas Day 2009 was 
that we would try to get up to 1,800 to cover the vast majority of 
the traveling population, recognizing we have 2,200 checkpoints- 
plus approximately, and so that would cover the vast majority. 

Given where we are today and obviously recognizing some of the 
budget constraints, we have been assessing that, whether that is 
a viable long-term perspective, and so we are focused on the 1,250 
now, because that is what we are funded for and using, as part of 
our risk-based security initiative to say, where can we best position 
those; and then, as we also work with industry, the manufacturers 
of AIT to reduce the size of the footprint that they have at the air- 
ports. Some airports simply don’t have the space in their check- 
point configuration to accommodate an AIT, absent significant in- 
frastructure costs on rebuilding the checkpoint, and so obviously 
we don’t want to force that on any airport. That would be absorbed 
in those costs. 

We have a number of airports that have requests for money in 
on the explosive detection system, so we are trying to work in con- 
cert with them. That being said, we are confident that by deploying 
the 1,250 by the end of next year that we will be covering over 70 
percent of the daily traveling public. 
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Mr. Price. Well, let me just clarify; the authorized number, as 
you are saying, is 1,250. 

Mr. Pistole. Correct. 

Mr. Price. I don’t see the funding there for that number of ma- 
chines, though. We have 600 deployed now, we have another 200 
approximately coming on by July of this year; that is 800. The fis- 
cal 2012 bill funded an additional 200; that is a 1,000. How do we 
get to 1,250? 

Mr. Pistole. So we have already purchased 800. I will have to 
check on the exact figures, but I believe the 2011 bill authorized 
an additional 200, getting us to the 1,000; and then 2012 author- 
ized 250 to get us up to 1,250. I am sorry; fiscal year 2011 author- 
ized 500, so that got us to 1,000, and then the 2012 was the 250. 

Mr. Price. The question is how much funding do we have, 
though, as opposed to what is authorized? I think you better get 
back to us for the record with a clarification of exactly what the 
money that is out there, so to speak, will buy and what kind of ca- 
pacity that will give us. 

Mr. Pistole. I would be glad to. 

[The information follows:] 
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Response: 




# of AITs Procured 



Funding 


Fiscal 






Actual 

Planned 

Funding 

Source 

Year 

Procured 

AS&E 

L3 

Rapiscan 

TBD 

Total 

Obligation 

(SM)' 

Obligation 

($M) 

2008 

3 

44 

0 

0 

47 

$10,0 

$0.0 

FY 2008 

2009 

0 

0 

151 

0 

151 

$25.4 

$0.0 

ARRA 

2010 

0 

202 

100 

0 

302 

$47.9 

$0.0 

ARRA 

2011 

0 

300 

0 

0 

300 

$44.8 

$0.0 

FY 201 1 

2012 

0 

0 

0 

200 

200 

$0.0 

$35.0 

FY 2011 

2013 

0 

0 

0 

250 

250 

$0.0 

$43.8 

FY 2012 

Total 

3 

546 

251 

450 

1250 

$128.1 

$78.8 



* Obligation amounts are based on Original Equipment Manuf^turer contract awards for the purchase and instaliation of 
AIT units 




# of AITs Deployed^ 


Fiscal 

Year 

AS&E 

L3 

Rapiscan 

Total 


3 

26 

0 

29 

2009 

0 

5 

2 

7 

2010 

0 

84 

151 

235 

2011 

0 

131 

98 

229 

2012 

0 

149 

0 

149 

To Be 
Deployed 

0 

151 

0 

151 

Total 

3 

546 

251 

800 


^ Includes test units, based on Site Acceptance Test dates as of 3/02/2012 
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Mr. Price. Now, you testified earlier about the outfitting of these 
AIT machines with the automatic target recognition software, the 
ATR software. 

Mr. Pistole. Right. 

Mr. Price. The millimeter wave machines do have this capability 
now. That is all you are presently purchasing; is that right? 

Mr. Pistole. That is correct. 

Mr. Price. But the backscatter machines you assume or antici- 
pate will have this capability shortly? 

Mr. Pistole. That is correct. 

Mr. Price. And therefore you will be once again buying machines 
of that type. 

Mr. Pistole. So the first step of that. Congressman, would be to 
retrofit the existing backscatter machines, the 244 that we still 
have out there, that we currently have out there, to retrofit those 
with the privacy filter, so we would not need the separate image 
operator in the separate room. 

Mr. Price. So the retrofitting will come first? 

Mr. Pistole. That is right. And then we would look at the possi- 
bility of additional acquisition. 

PRIVACY AND SCREENING 

Mr. Price. I see. All right. My time has expired. I really want 
to ask you to elaborate further, and I will do this for the record, 
on the ways in which this ATR software enhances our capability. 
We know, of course, about the privacy concerns. You have testified 
repeatedly, though, that there are going to be additional benefits 
in terms of our reducing our security vulnerabilities. So I want to 
ask you to elaborate on that. 

Mr. Pistole. If I could just say briefly on that, it is the same de- 
tection capabilities, it is just a different depiction of what those 
possible alarms, those threat images may be. 

Mr. Price. Well, does that lead to a higher detection rate? 

Mr. Pistole. Not necessarily. It is really addressing the privacy 
issues. But now as we work toward the next iteration of acquisi- 
tion, we are incentivizing the manufacturers to get to the next level 
of detection — which I would want to go into a closed hearing if we 
got into detail on that — but clearly we are looking for them to get 
to the next level of detection capability and, frankly, a smaller foot- 
print so if we are funded in outyears for future acquisition, addi- 
tional airports would have that opportunity. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Frelinghuysen. 

OTHER SCREENING INCIDENTS 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Again, getting back to the reports of these 
incidents, so are there public reports of incidents other than what 
anecdotals are in the newspaper? 

Mr. Pistole. Some reports would be public. Obviously 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. And if they are not public reports, since you 
seem to be searching for an answer, are there classified reports? 

Mr. Pistole. No, no, what I was going to say is the personnel 
side of things. So, for example, if you are a baggage handler and 
you have been arrested because you were found to have an iPod or 
an iPad at home that you had stolen, that report about the indi- 
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vidual would not be public, necessarily, other than the police 
record. So that is my distinction there. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Okay. 

Mr. Pistole. There would be some sensitive security information 
that would be involved in that, but obviously you would have ac- 
cess to anything. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. So that can be provided for the record? 

Mr. Pistole. Absolutely. 

[The information follows:] 

Response: Transportation Security Officers Disciplinary Actions Taken for Theft 
from October 1, 2010, to March 7, 2012, follows: 


Theft (Passenger/Baggage): 

Removals of Permanent Employees 12 

Terminations of Employees During Trial Period 8 

* Resignations 9 

Indefinite Suspensions (during investigation) 4 


Total: 33 


Theft All Other Categories: 

Removals 10 

Terminations 3 

Demotions 0 

Suspensions (more than 14 days) 0 

Suspensions (less than 14 days) 0 

Letters of Reprimand 0 

Indefinite Suspension 1 

‘Resignations 5 


Total: 19 


‘NOTE — Employee Resigned Before Agency Disciplinaiy Action Completed. 

Source: TSA/Office of Human Capital/Employee Relations. 

BEHAVIOR detection OFFICERS 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. You have something called behavior detec- 
tion officers. Is this sort of like the TSA version of “The Mentalist,” 
or what do these people do? 

Mr. Pistole. We have had behavior detection officers for several 
years. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. I know you have. Are these people that are 
going to psych people out, or what? 

Mr. Pistole. No, no. What we are doing in Detroit and Boston 
Logan is what we call an assessor program, which we are evalu- 
ating. It is simply — for example, you hear about the Israeli model 
where there is an interaction with the passenger. So simply they 
would say, “Hi, Mr. Frelinghuysen, where are you heading today? 
What is your business?” It is a very brief conversation. And then, 
depending on their training and the responses to that — and it is as 
much what the response is as how they are responding — and given 
my FBI background 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. So these challenges occur, and somebody 
keeps a record of them? 

Mr. Pistole. No, no. There is not a record in the sense of that 
particular passenger, but if there is concern about the passenger — 
and, like I said, we have picked up some drug traffickers. 



268 


Mr. Frelinghuysen. So these people exist, these behavioral offi- 
cers? 

Mr. Pistole. Yes, yes, absolutely. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. They are assigned to just the larger air- 
ports; is that a good characterization? 

Mr. Pistole. Yes, that is fair. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. All right. The plethora of uniforms, every- 
body has uniforms here, how do you actually control who has the 
uniforms and how do you actually control the credentialing? Be- 
cause I would assume that there is enough ingenuity out there, you 
know, that somebody might lift somebody’s uniform from a dry 
cleaner or 

Mr. Pistole. Oh, I see. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen [continuing]. For that matter, somebody 
might lose their credentials. So how do you actually keep — do you 
keep a record of this, these types of things? 

Mr. Pistole. Yes. You mean if there is a theft or something like 
that? 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Yes. 

Mr. Pistole. Yes. There is an inventory kept of those and then, 
obviously, steps taken to ensure that somebody that might be 
using, substitute — whether it is the insignia or the badge or the 
uniform — that that theft or loss has been reported immediately and 
that person is identified. I will say we have covert testing done by 
our own inspection folks, and the IG and GAO, for example, on the 
Known Crewmember program with the pilots, and to date there 
have been — nobody has been able to get through that on the covert 
testing. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. You have these red teams and other people 
challenging? 

Mr. Pistole. Exactly. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Lastly, a lot of air traffic is UPS, FedEx, 
a hell of a lot of planes going night and day. 

Mr. Pistole. Right. 

Mr. Erelinghuysen. You are responsible for reviewing or being 
involved with those cargo manifests? 

Mr. Pistole. Yes. 

Mr. Erelinghuysen. And you are, you know, involved in every 
way? 

Mr. Pistole. Yes, and we have 

Mr. Erelinghuysen. As it transits and exits and so forth? 

Mr. Pistole. Right. And we have a fairly robust cargo security 
program that we have a number of 

Mr. Erelinghuysen. Not “fairly.” We hope it is quite robust. 

Mr. Pistole. Extensive, let me say. 

Mr. Erelinghuysen. Extensively robust, okay. 

Mr. Pistole. Extensive. One thousand, almost two thousand in- 
spectors, some of whom are dedicated to cargo, some canines are 
dedicated to cargo, and that is part of our certified cargo screening 
program. 

Mr. Erelinghuysen. So those are your people, and I assume 
those companies themselves, since they do some pretty remarkable 
things in terms of electronic tracking 

Mr. Pistole. Absolutely, right. 
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Mr. Frelinghuysen [continuing]. Do some things to make sure 
that they are integrated with your system? 

Mr. Pistole. Absolutely. And there are some great advances 
being done in that regard with those carriers. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. I hope some of those advances in tech- 
nologies are ones that you, indeed, look at. 

Mr. Pistole. They are. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Okay. Thank you very much, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Mr. Aderholt. Ms. Roybal-Allard. 

pre-check 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. I am trying to feel a little bit more com- 
fortable about the Pre-Check program. 

Mr. Pistole. Okay. 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. I assume that there is a thorough back- 
ground check before somebody is admitted into that program; is 
that correct? 

Mr. Pistole. There is if they volunteer through the Customs and 
Border Protection Global Entry program, so there is a background 
check done, a criminal history done, and an in-person interview 
that is done if you apply just off the street, for example, through 
Global Entry. 

The others who are the elite flyers right now for Delta and Amer- 
ican and will be expanded to United, USAirways, and the other 
major carriers later this year or other carriers next year, it is based 
on the information that the airlines have about them and the as- 
sessment that they are a known or trusted traveler. 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. How would they know whether they are a 
trusted traveler? 

Mr. Pistole. They don’t. So they can’t certify, 100-percent guar- 
antee that this is not somebody that may want to cause harm. We 
have built in some rules and things that I would be glad to go into. 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. You are supposed to be making me feel 
more comfortable, not less. So what we are saying is there are 
going to be some of those that we are just going to depend on the 
airline to determine that these are trusted travelers who will be in 
this Pre-Check program? 

Mr. Pistole. So what I would like to do is give you more con- 
fidence in a closed setting, in a classified setting. 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. Okay. Then the next question, how long 
will this be in effect? In other words, once they are cleared, is it 
for life, is it a 1-year, 2-year program? 

Mr. Pistole. So this is still a pilot initiative that we are doing, 
so we are assessing that; but the idea, as long as they maintain 
that status, either in the Trusted Traveler program, CBP’s pro- 
gram, Global Entry, or as an elite flyer, then, yes, they would 
maintain that status. There is a fairly substantial turnover in the 
frequent flyer status members, if you will, so we are working with 
the airlines, we are working on other ways that we can incorporate 
additional data, which I referred to earlier, all done on a voluntary 
basis. So if you want to be considered, the only way you can actu- 
ally apply is through the Global Entry program and paying that 
fee. But if the airline contacts you and says you are at the highest 
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or this high tier — and we don’t publish the data because we don’t 
want terrorists to game the system, so that is why I would be glad 
to go into more detail in a closed setting. 

Ms. Roybal- Allard. Okay. At any time will there be any kind 
of just sort of a random check? 

Mr. Pistole. Absolutely. Thank you for mentioning that. I forgot 
to mention that. 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. The other question I have, in fact this was 
raised and it was a social setting and I was talking about the ex- 
pansion of the Pre-Check program. It was actually someone in- 
volved in law enforcement that raised this concern, and the concern 
was that — and you are saying the information is protected, but the 
concern that was expressed by this person was that these people 
who might be no threat whatsoever, good people, could in fact be 
targeted by a terrorist — threatened either their family or whatever, 
and made to carry something on to a plane or something that they 
otherwise would not do. 

Mr. Pistole. Right. 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. And that that person would be going 
through this pre-checkpoint, and these things would not be de- 
tected. How do we protect against that kind of incident? 

Mr. Pistole. So everybody is still going through a physical 
screening. It is a question of the exact nature of the physical 
screening, and to your point about the random and unpredictable, 
we will always reserve that right. So we will still have behavior de- 
tection officers observing somebody, we will still have canines, pos- 
sibly, we will still have all those multiple layers of security coupled, 
and on the front, end the intelligence on that. 

There are any number of scenarios that could be played out to 
say, yes, this is a possibility. So, again, it is not — it is as much a 
recognition or acknowledgment that it is not a 100-percent guar- 
antee here. But that being said, because of all the prescreening, be- 
cause of all the other layers of security we have — and, for example, 
somebody asked about the military and Major Hasan at Fort Hood. 
Well, if he wanted to do something bad on a plane with the three 
guns that he had with him at Fort Hood that day, he is still going 
through security, those guns are going to be detected, and he is 
going to be prevented from getting on that aircraft. 

Some people, I think, have the concept that there is no screening 
going on, and that is simply not the case. It is an expedited screen- 
ing because we know something more, and simply trying to get 
away from that one-size-fits-all construct. And you, as a Member 
of Congress, we know a lot about you, and the great likelihood is 
that you are not a terrorist, and so how can we differentiate based 
on those people that we know something more about because they 
voluntarily shared information? 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. Okay. And then just in terms of protecting 
information, I want to know if you are familiar with the Clear pro- 
gram for the private 

Mr. Pistole. Yes. 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. When that ended, I mean, they had taken, 
I guess, pictures of irises and fingerprints. Do you have any idea 
whatever happened to all that information that this company had 
on thousands of Americans? 
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Mr. Pistole. I don’t know the details, but I know we have that 
information and we would be glad to get back with you. 

Ms. Roybal- Allard. If you could share that with me. 

Mr. Pistole. I would be glad to do that. 

[The information follows:] 

Response: After the conclusion of the Registered Traveler Interoperability Pilot, 
TSA destroyed the Personally Identifiable Information (PII) in accordance with the 
applicable records retention schedule approved by the National Archives and 
Records Administration. As of August 1, 2009, all PII collected during the pilots was 
deleted from TSA systems. 

The private-sector service providers were responsible for the enrollment of Reg- 
istered Traveler (RT) participants, verification of participants’ RT status as they en- 
tered the screening checkpoint, and related services, including the maintenance and 
protection of PII. Sponsoring entities (airports and airlines) contracted with RT 
service providers to conduct RT operations at their jurisdictional locations. The 
sponsoring entity was responsible for overseeing and monitoring its selected service 
provider to ensure compliance with the requirements of the RT program. Following 
the cessation of operations, TSA instructed the airports as the regulated party to 
insure that data held by vendors was secured. 

Pursuant to Section 667 of the FY 2010 Homeland Security Appropriations Act, 
TSA provided a report to the Committee on September 13, 2010, entitled Status of 
Personal Information Controlled by Registered Traveler Service Providers, which pro- 
vides more detail on this subject, including the procedures and standards used to 
safeguard and dispose of PII, and the status of the certification provided by the 
three RT vendors. 

FLO Corporation and Lockheed Martin, the data services provider for Verified 
Identity Pass (operated under the “CLEAR” brand), certified that all data was se- 
cured or destroyed in compliance with TSA audited security plans and the require- 
ments of Section 567. Vigilant Solutions, LLC, which operated at two airports and 
had less than a 2-percent market share, advised that all data repositories at Louis- 
ville Regional Airport and At Peak 10, Vigilant’s services provider, had been wiped 
to remove sensitive data, using U.S. Department of Defense (DOD) clearing and 
sanitizing standard DOD 5220.22-M. Jacksonville Aviation Authority, Vigilant’s 
other airport, confirmed that all remaining Vigilant equipment had been sanitized 
in accordance with the minimum requirements outlined by the National Institute 
for Standards and Technology for media disposition. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you, Mr. Pistole, for being here today and 
for your testimony and for answering our questions. We look for- 
ward to getting some of the follow-up questions, answers for the 
record, and again thank you for your work at TSA, and we look for- 
ward to working with you as we continue the fiscal year 2013 budg- 
et. Thank you. 

Mr. Pistole. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE Robert Aderholt 

Administrator John Pistole 
Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2013 TSA Budget Request 
February 28, 2012 


Risk-Based Screening 

Question: There are several different categories of PreCheck travelers, including those eligible due to their 
frequent flier status on certain airlines and others who receive comprehensive background checks via CBP’s 
trusted traveler programs, such as Globa! Entry. Are travelers vetted into PreCheck, regardless of their 
category, given ^uivalent security scrutiny in order to gain entry into the program? If not, please explain why 
TSA views different levels of pre-screening for PreCheck eligibility as posing no significant risk. In your 
answer to this question, please specifically address what vetting is being conducted for frequent fliers. 

ANSWER: All travelers, including frequent flyers on certain airlines, as well as travelers enrolled in one of 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection’s (CBP) trusted traveler programs, such as Globa! Entry, are always first 
screened for every flight. Travelers are matched by TSA's Secure Flight Program, against the consolidated 
terrorist watch lists maintained by the FBI’s Terrorist Screening Center. At present, certain frequent flyers and 
Global Entry members, may be eligible for TSA Pre'^^'^. To enroll in a CBP Trusted Traveler program, which 
renews every five years, a traveler must first provide biographic data, and biometric information to CBP and 
US-VISIT; and, submit to terrorism, criminal, immigration, agriculture, customs violation, and other 
background checks. TSA Pre'^'*’’^ applicants must also complete a CBP officer interview of travel history. The 
level of scrutiny, eligibility determination, and prescreening criteria applied to TSA Pre'^'*’’^ participants, 
whether airline frequent fliers or members in one of CBP’s other trusted traveler programs, is at a minimum 
Sensitive Security Information. The Transportation Security Administration (TSA) could discuss this 
information further in a closed setting. 

Standard Personnel Cost Breakouts 


Question: Please update the table provided last year showing standard personnel cost for hiring new 
screeners, transportation security specialists, behavior detection officers, and travel document checkers, by 
program, project and activity for fiscal year 2012. 

ANSWER: 


Transportation Security Officers and Travel Document Checkers 

Description 

Screener 

PC&B 

Screener 

Training 

and 

Other 

Airport 

Mgmt. 

Human 

Capital 

HQ 

Admin 

IT Apps 

Grand 

Total 

Personnel 
Comp, and 
Benefits 

$52,000 


$400 




$52,400 

GSA Rent 



$U50 




$1,350 
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1 Transportation Security Officers and Travel Document Checkers 

Description 

Screener 

PC&B 

Screener 

Training 

and 

Other 

Airport 

Mgmt. 

Human 

Capital 

HQ 

Admin 

IT Apps 

Grand 

Total 

Background 
Investigations 
/ Health & 
Safety 





$1,800 


$1,800 

Recruitment 
Costs / Drug 
Test 




$7,900 



$7,900 

Payroll 

Services 






$200 

$200 

Training 


$7,300 





$7,300 

Consumables/ 

Supplies/ 

Uniforms 


$850 





$850 

Equipment/ 

Computer 

Network 






$825 

$825 

Total 

Operating 

Expenses 

- 

$8,150 

$1350 

$7,900 

$1,800 

$1,025 

$20,225 

Grand Total 

S52,000 

$8,150 

$1,750 

$7,900 

$1,800 

$1,025 

$72,625 


Behavior Detection Officers 

Description 

Screener 

PC&B 

Screener 

Training 

and 

Other 

Airport 

Mgmt. 

Human 

Capital 

HQ 

Admin 

IT Apps 

Grand 

Total 

Personnel 
Comp, and 
Benefits 

$84,000 


$400 




$84,400 

GSA Rent 



$1,350 




$1,350 

Background 
Investigations 
/ Health & 
Safety 





$1,800 


$1,800 

Recruitment 
Costs / Drug 
Test 




$7,900 



$7,900 

Payroll 

Services 






$200 

$200 

Training 


$9,400 





$9,400 
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Behavior Detection OfRcers 

Description 

Screener 

PC&B 

Screener 

Training 

and 

Other 

Airport 

Mgmt. 

Human 

Capital 

HQ 

Admin 

IT Apps 

Grand 

Total 

Consumables/ 

Supplies/ 

Uniforms 


S600 





$600 

Equipment/ 

Computer 

Network 






$825 

$825 

Total 

Operating 

Expenses 

- 

$10,000 

$1350 

$7,900 

$1,800 

$1,025 

$22,075 

Grand Total 

$84,000 

$10,000 

$1,750 

$7,900 

$1,800 

$1,025 

$106,475 


1 Transportation Security Specialists - Explosives (Formerly Bomb Appraisal Officer) 

Description 

Screener 

PC&B 

Screener 

Training 

and 

Other 

Airport 

Mgmt. 

Human 

Capital 

HQ 

Admin 

IT Apps 

Grand 

Total 

Personnel 
Comp, and 
Benefits 



$107,900 




$107,900 

GSA Rent 



$1,350 




$1,350 

Background 
Investigations 
/ Health & 
Safety 





$4,450 


$4,450 

Recruitment 
Costs / Drug 
Test 




$7,900 



$7,900 

Payroll 

Services 






$200 

$200 

Training 



$22,500 




$22,500 

Consumables/ 

Supplies/ 

Uniforms 



$750 




$750 

Equipment/ 

Computer 

Network 






$5,200 

$5,200 

Total 

Operating 

Expenses 

- 

- 

$24,600 

$7,900 

$4,450 

$5,400 

$42,350 

Grand Total 


- 

$132,500 

$7,900 

$4,450 

$5,400 

150,250 
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Attrition 

Question: Please provide a table, similar to that provided last year, showing TSO attrition rates for both full 
and part-time screeners on an annual basis for fiscal yeais 201 1 and estimated for 2012-13. Also, please 
compare rates by airport categories (Cat X, 1, 11, III and IV). 

ANSWER: 



FYII 

FY12 YTD 
(ANNUALIZED)* 

FY13 

Projection 

TSO Attrition By Work Schedule 

Full-Time ONLY 

6.30% 

6.16% 

6.80% 

Part-Time ONLY 

18.00% 

17.50% 

17.90% 

TOTAL 

9.30% 

9.30% 

9.37% 

TOTAL TSO Attrition By Airport Category 

TOTAL 

9.32% 

8.43% 

9.20% 

X 

9.02% 

8.30% 

9.10% 

I 

9.46% 

8.07% 

9.10% 

II 

9.43% 

9.13% 

9.40% 

III 

11.32% 

9.05% 

11.40% 

IV 

10.36% 

10.66% 

9.60% 


* - FY12 YTD attrition computed through 2^9/2012 

Transportation Security Officer (TSO) attrition rates provided are for all pay bands (D, E, F, 
and G) and all reasons (voluntary & involuntary). Additionally, attrition fluctuations are 
mostly due to economic conditions. 

Where rates are computed separately for full-time TSOs, part-time TSOs and total TSOs, the 
computations are: 

• Full-time = Full-time TSO separations divided by average full-time TSO headcount 
during the period cited. 

• Part-time = Part-time TSO separations divided by average part-time TSO headcount 
during the period cited. 

• Total = AH TSO separations divided by average total TSO headcount during the period 
cited. 


Behavior Detection Officers 


Question: According to the Government Accountability Office, nearly $l billion dollars has been spent on 
the program since 2007, yet it remains to be scientifically validated. Indeed, as GAO has pointed out, DHS' 
study of the program last year could not “fully validate whether behavior detection can be used to reliably 
identify individuals in an airport environment who pose a security risk." [emphasis added]. Further scientific 
analysis has been recommended. 

Mr. Administrator, what is TSA currently doing to further validate the scientific basis for the use of behavior 
detection officers? 
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ANSWER: In April 2011, the American Institutes for Research (AIR), under the sponsorship of the 
Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Science and Technology Directorate (S&T), completed a large scale, 
independent operational study that compared the Transportation Security Administration’s (TSA) ability to 
identify “high-risk travelers” using ISA’s existing Screening of Passengers by Observation Techniques (SPOT) 
Referral Report process with a random screening proc^. The results indicated that the SPOT program was 
significantly more effective than random screening: ttavelers canying dangerous/prohibited items or resulting in 
a law enforcement arrest were nine times more likely to be identified using SPOT as compared to random 
referral screening. The TSA continues to work with DHS S&T and the broader research community to define 
and prioritize the research required to further increase the effectiveness and efficiency of TSA’s behavior-based 
screening process. 

Question: Of the 50,000 passengers referred for additional screening through behavior detection in 2010, 
fewer than one percent were subject to law-enforcement action. Many of them were picked up for drug 
possession, illegal status, or outstanding warrants. 

While catching lawbreakers is a good thing, the question is whether the resources for BDOs are properly 
balanced with your mission. TSA told us in 201 1 that none of the suspicious individuals spotted by these 
techniques were found to be intent on violent extremism or terrorism, or on a terrorist watchlist, or would 
otherwise not have been picked up as a result of their encounter at a ticket counter or purchase. Given the 
statistically small number of individuals arrested under this program, is the program successfully targeting 
individuals who are aviation security threats, and is it cost effective? 

ANSWER: Behavior Detection Officers (BDOs) serve as an important additional layer of security in airports 
by providing a non-intnisive means of identifying Individuals who may pose a risk of terrorism activity. Recent 
literature reviews conducted by Department of Homeland Security Science and Technology Directorate (DHS 
S&T) reveal that there are no behavioral differences between a terrorist and criminal both trying to conceal their 
intentions. Currently, Screening of Passengers by Observation Techniques (SPOT) is one of the only 
scientifically validated behavior-based security programs in the world. In April 2011, DHS S&T completed a 
research study that revealed that SPOT was significantly more effective at identifying High Risk Passengers 
(HRP) than random selection protocols. TSA feels this is a vital layer of security and is cost effective. 

Advanced Imaging Technology (AIT) 

Question: For fiscal year 201 1 and fiscal year 2012 to date, please provide historical data on passenger “opt- 
out” rates from AIT scanning, therefore accepting pat-downs. 


ANSWER: 



Opt-Outs as a % 
of Total AIT 
Opportunities 

Total AIT 
Throughput 

Total AIT Opt- 
Outs 

Month of 
Year 




March 

2012 

1.02% 

8,069,497 

83,116 

February 

2012 

1.09% 

19,005,303 

209.892 

January 

2012 

1.15% 

17,983,566 

208,913 

December 

2011 

1.17% 

15,946,634 

188,434 
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Opt-Outs as a % 
of Total AIT 
Opportunities 

Total AIT 

Throughput 

Total AIT Opt- 
Outs 

Month of 
Year 




November 

2011 

1.15% 

14,867,060 

172,763 

October 

2011 

1.10% 

14,702,913 

162,882 

September 

2011 

1.13% 

12.984,277 

147,961 

August 

2011 

1.23% 

12,122,085 

150,382 

July 2011 

1.23% 

11,979,302 

149,238 

June 2011 

1.28% 

11,158,738 

144,562 

May 2011 

1.36% 

10,813,241 

148,901 

April 2011 

1.40% 

9,658,443 

137,033 

March 

2011 

1.32% 

8,499,080 

114,098 

Februar>' 

2011 

1.30% 

6,235,309 

82,325 

January 

2011 

1.51% 

5,677,947 

86,762 

December 

2010 

1.64% 

4,622,560 

77,165 

November 

2010 

1.27% 

3,813,797 

48,949 

October 

2010 

0.68% 

3,482,411 

23,965 


Passenger Wait Times 

Question: Passenger wait times continue to be of concern at airport checkpoints. How does TSA measure such 
delay, and what is the average wait time TSA is recording for aviation passengers? 

ANSWER: Beginning in September 2008, the Transportation Security Administration (TSA) has measured 
wail limes on an exception basis and airports only report when a wait time exceeds 19 minutes. When an 
exceptional wait time is reported, the airport specifies whether the wait time was between 20 and 30 minutes or 
was greater than 30 minutes. Using this methodology, an accurate average wait time cannot be calculated. 

TSA has initialed a procurement for an Automated Wait Time (AWT) technology. AWT is intended to 
automatically calculate all wait times at checkpoints. Deployment of this technology is anticipated to begin in 
early calendar year 2013. For Fiscal Year 201 1, 99.27 percent of operational hours (hours the screening 
checkpoints are open) had a wait time of less than 20 minutes. 

Question: Has increased reliance on AIT affected wait times? 

ANSWER: Beginning in September 2008, the Transportation Security Administration (TSA) has measured 
wait times on an exception basis and airports only report when a wait time exceeds 19 minutes. For checkpoints 
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that had Advanced Imaging Technology (AIT) deployed as of February 2012, exceptional wait times have 
increased only slightly from 2.7 occurrences per 100,000 passengers in February 2010, to 3.6 occurrences per 
100,000 passengers in February 2012 (0.0009 percent). 

Question: How do wait time issues at individual airports drive the application of TSA use of their Screener 
Allocation Models? 

ANSWER: Each airport is modeled using the Staffing Allocation Model (SAM) with staffing optimized to 
process passengers and baggage within 10 minutes of arrival at a screening area. While actual wait time 
exceptions can trigger a review of an airport’s staffing and scheduling practices, they do not have an effect on 
actual staffing allocations. 


Aviation Regulation and Other Enforcement 

Question: Please provide the number of inspectors on-board under aviation regulation and other enforcement 
for fiscal year 201 1 and planned for in fiscal years 2012-3. 

ANSWER: The number of inspectors onboard under Aviation Regulation and Other Enforcement in Fiscal 
Year (FY) 201 1 and planned for in FY 2012 and 2013 is indicated in the following table: 



FY 2011 

On Board - 
End of Year 

FY 2012 
Planned 

FY2013 

Planned 

Domestic 

769 

898 

898 

International 

60 

60 

60 

Total 

829 

958 

958 


Question: Last year you reported that anticipated publication of a new rule for Aircraft Repair Stations would 
be published in 2011. However, DHS notified the aviation industry in December 201 1 that regulations would 
be delayed until at least the fourth quarter of calendar year 20 1 2. What is the status of this regulatory action? 

ANSWER; The Transportation Security Administration (TSA) continues to work on the economic impact 
analyses required under Executive Order 12866, Regulatory Planning and Review (58 FR 51735, October 4, 
1993) and Executive Order 13563, Improving Regulation and Regulatory Review (76 FR 3821, January 21, 

201 1). TSA is sensitive to the issues created by the delay in the publication of the Final Rule and is working 
diligently to complete this task. 

Question: Please provide the numbers of inspectors for foreign and domestic repair stations on-board in fiscal 
year 201 1 and expected to be on-board at end of fiscal years 2012-13. 

ANSWER: Dedicated inspectors were not assigned to either foreign or domestic repair stations in Fiscal Year 
(FY) 201 1, nor planned for FY 2012 or FY 2013. Foreign and domestic repair station inspections are collateral 
duties of the Aviation Inspection workforce. 

Federal Flight Deck Officer Program 

Question: Please provide a table in the format provided last year that breaks out new and recurring training for 
fiscal year 201 1 and estimated/requested for fiscal years 2012-2013 budget request for federal flight deck 
officers training. Please also list the numbers of volunteers trained for each year. 
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ANSWER: 




FY 2011 
($ in thousands) 


FY 2012 
($ in thousands) 


FY 2013 
(S in thousands) 

Progra 

m 

Activity 


Obligate 

d 

Funding 

** 

Number 

Trained 


Allocate 

d 

Funding 

** 

Number of 
Volunteers 
Funded to 
be Trained 


Request- 

ed 

Budget 

Number of 
Volunteers 
Funded to be 
Trained 

Federal 

Flight 

Deck 

Officers 

Payroll 


$4,471 



$6,049 



$6,078 



Operati- 

ng 

Expense 


$5,417 



$5,263 



$1,900 



Initial 

Training 


$550 

558 


$13 

250 


$ 

0 


Recurre 

-nt 

Training 


$11,804 

16,447 Bi- 
Annual 
Firearms 
Requalificali 
on; 1,549 
Recurrent 
Training 


$12,510 

19,500 Bi- 
Annual 
Firearms 
Requalificati 
on; 4,000 
Recurrent 
Training 


$6,598 

16,500 Bi- 
Annual 
Firearms 
Requalificatio 
ns; 2,000 
Recurrent 
Training 


TOTA- 

LS 


$22,242 



$23,835 



$14,576 


* The FY 201 1 Initial Training Cost of $550K listed above supports the Initial Training taking place in FY 

2012. The FY 2011 initial Training cost of $I.4M was funded in FY 2010. 

** Carryover funds obligated are included in the above FY 201 1 and 2012 figures. 


Question: One analysis recently showed the taxpayer cost foran FFDO to be on a flight is $15, while it is 
nearly $3,000 for a Federal Air Marshal. While it is arguably easier to assign Air Marshals to flights 
determined to be “high-risk,” has TSA conducted any analysis to determine what routes FFDOs fly and to what 
extent they are already present on high-risk flights? 

ANSWER: An analysis was conducted on FFDO flights based on Federal Air Marshal Service (FAMS) 
defined risk-levels. 

FAMS categorizes flights into one of five risk levels. These risk levels incorporate the accepted DHS lexicon in 
attributing risk of Consequence, Vulnerability and Threat. Although the definitions of these criteria are 
classified, a 2009 GAO report addresses the definitions at the unclassified level as: 


Threat (intelligence): Available strategic or tactical information affecting aviation security is considered. 
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• Vulnerabilities: Although FAMS’s specific definition is deemed to be sensitive security information, 
DHS defines “vulnerability” as a physical feature or operational attribute that rendere an entity open to 
exploitation or susceptible to a given hazard. 

• Consequences: FAMS recognizes that flight routes over certain geographic locations involve more 
potential consequences than other routes. 

Based on the analysis conducted, it was determined that FFDOs are predominantly deployed on lower risk 
flights, whereas, FAMS are predominantly deployed on high risk level flights. 

Question: While your budget cuts the FFDO program in half, the number of personnel kept on board to run it 
will remain the same. Why do you need the same number of personnel to train fewer FFDOs and to run a 
program TSA plans to reduce by 50 percent? 

ANSWER: With further review of the proposed Federal Flight Deck Officer (FFDO) program reduction, the 
Transportation Security Administration (TSA) anticipates that the program could potentially decrease by 10 
Full Time Positions/Full Time Equivalents (FTP/FTE). TSA will communicate this change to the Committee 
before mark-up. The 34 FTP/32 FTE remaining are needed to provide oversight and support in the areas of 
budget, contract administration, compliance management, contract auditing, data processing, program 
management, stakeholder liaison, recurrent training, firearms requalification, firearms maintenance, weapon and 
ammunition logistics, schedule entry, and emergency support and regional structure support. These functions 
are critical to the efficiency and success of the FFDO program. 

Air Cargo Security Screening 

Question: Last year you described the engagement of TSA as part of the Global Cargo Programs Working 
Group and the Air Cargo Security Working Group, and the World Customs Organization Contact Group, 
among others. Have TSA efforts and those of the Secretary brought us any closer to having an international 
standard or set of standards for air cargo security? If so, what kinds of timetables are associated with 
developing and reviewing such possible standards? 

ANSWER: The Transportation Security Administration (TSA), in close coordination with the Department of 
Homeland Security (DHS), U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) and other component agencies, has 
made significant progress over the past year in both identifying areas where increases in existing international 
standards for air cargo security are needed and introducing new standards and best practices in organizations 
such as the International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO), the Universal Postal Union (UPU), and the 
World Customs Organization (WCO). 

Through a high level of engagement within ICAO, TSA has been able to work with other Member States to find 
common definitions relating to high-risk cargo and transshipment cargo, and to establish a larger framework for 
discussions of increased supply chain security standards. The general timeframe for new standards to be drafted 
and implemented within ICAO is from two to three years. However, TSA, along with partner governments, is 
currently advocating that this timeline be significantly shortened for key standards formulated over the past year 
by the Working Group on Air Cargo Security (WGACS). 

Joint DHS initiatives such as the Air Cargo Advance Screening pilot have demonstrated the benefits of using 
advance information on air cargo shipments and mail to the WCO and UPU, and have led the WCO to adopt 
key principles for advance information in the air cargo security environment. Although the WCO is not an 
international regulatory body, it is able to significantly influence the customs regulations and practices of global 
customs authorities to promote common security and facilitation rules and measures. 

TSA has finalized a tactical plan to implement its risk-based strategy for international inbound air cargo 
transported on passenger aircraft by December 2012. Additionally, TSA’s engagement with the UPU has 
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greatly influenced the UPU’s path forward with respect to mail security. Related to the events of October 2010, 
this engagement has provided the UPU with key recommendations it plans to put forward in the Doha Postal 
Strategy (the UPU’s strategic plan for the period 2013-2016) during the September 2012 meeting of the 25th 
UPU Congress. While timelines for standards formulation are dependent on engagement with international and 
multilateral organizations, the Department of Homeland Security and TSA are currently working to accelerate 
these timeframes through venues such as the Supply Chain Security Initiative and the Global Supply Chain 
Security Initiative. 


Screening Partnership Program 

Question: In your testimony, you indicated that the construct outlined by the recent FAA reauthorization act 
shifts consideration of new SPP airports into a “default position of being approved,” as TSA is now required to 
accept the airport unless it is demonstrably detrimental to cost-efficiency or security. How will your internal 
review process accommodate this new construct, and have you eliminated TSA’s previous standard for SPP 
airports to show “clear and substantial” cost benefits? 

ANSWER: The Transportation Security Administration (TSA) is in the process of modifying its Screening 
Partnership Program (SPP) application to comply with the new standards for the airport security screening opt- 
out program, as set forth in Section 830 of the FAA Modernization and Reform Act of 2012 (Pub. L. No. 112- 
95). The modifications include replacing the current standard for approval of an application from 
demonstrating “clear and substantial” advantages, to instead determining “that the approval would not 
compromise security or detrimentally affect the cost-efficiency or the effectiveness of the screening of 
passengers or property at the airport.” 

Also, per the revised law, the new application will require the airport operator to recommend a proposed 
contracting company along with a statement for the basis of the recommendation. Once an airport completes 
and submits the revised application, it will be evaluated by the TSA Administrator consistent with the provision 
and the TSA Administrator’s responsibility and authority to provide for aviation security. The TSA 
Administrator will issue a determination no later than 120 days from the date of receipt of the completed airport 
application. 

If the TSA Administrator preliminarily accepts the application, an acquisition will be initiated by issuance and 
publication of a Request for Proposals for the private screening services. This acquisition will be implemented 
and governed by the Competition in Contracting Act of 1984 (CICA) and the Federal Acquisition Regulation 
(FAR), among other statutory and regulatory provisions. In accordance with the Act, the TSA Administrator 
may waive the requirement that the private screening company be owned and controlled by a United States 
citizen, if the private screening company is “a United States subsidiary with a parent company that has 
implemented a foreign ownership, control, or influence mitigation plan that has been approved by the Defense 
Security Service of the Department of Defense prior to the submission of the application.” The TSA 
Administrator has complete discretion to reject any proposal from a private screening company that requires 
such a waiver because it is not owned and controlled by a citizen of the United States. 

An airport would finally be accepted into the SPP only after a contract is awarded by TSA for private screening 
consistent with these principles and legal mandates. 

Upon the request of the airport operator, the TSA Administrator will reconsider any application that was 
pending as of January 1, 201 1 . Applications that are reconsidered will be evaluated by the TSA Administrator 
consistent with the provision and the TSA Administrator’s responsibility and authority to provide for aviation 
security. The airport operator will be required to provide additional information required by the Act. The 
Administrator will issue a determination no later than 120 days after the date of receipt of the updated 
application. 
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Question: Will TSA meet the FAA law’s new guidelines to let airports know within 120 days whether their 
application has been approved or denied — and to report to Congress within 60 days on your explanation for any 
denials? 

ANSWER: TSA will ensure all applicants receive timely notifications in accordance with the Federal Aviation 
Administration Modernization and Reform Act requir^ents. 

Question: Does TSA have access to all SPP costs, given that SPP participants are contractors paid through 
contracts and approved billings? How does TSA compare, in its ability to account for screening security costs 
specific to individual airports? 

ANSWER: Total costs of the program are known. Due to the nature of contracting and procurement 
guidelines, the Transportation Security Administration has less visibility into the details of contractor costs with 
fixed-price contracts. The Transportation Security Administration (TSA) allocates a specific number of 
resources to each airport or hub airport. Staffing requirements are analyzed and updated through a robust 
modeling process. Non-personnel requirements for items such as supplies and consumables are also evaluated 
throughout the year during budget reviews. Expenditures are tracked by type and by airport within TSA’s 
financial system. TSA is then able to compare costs between specific airports. 

Question: In a January 2009 GAO report (GAO-09-27R) GAO saw limits in methodologies used by TSA and 
its outside consultant, as well as its performance conclusions and summarized that “because of these 
limitations... TSA should not use the study as sole support for major policy decisions regarding the SPP.” In 
201 1 (GAO-1 1-374R) GAO noted there may be as little as a three percent difference between federal and SPP 
costs, which may be within a margin of error and is a subject for further analysis. It also noted that of ten GAO- 
identified limitations to TSA’s approach to the SPP, five were “partially addressed” and two were “generally 
not addressed”. Given that TSA has not addressed fully GAO recommendations, please provide documentation 
that SPP is more expensive. 

ANSWER: During reviews by the Government Accountability Office (GAO), the Transportation Security 
Administration (TSA) stated that there are numerous factors which must be considered when evaluating any 
program and that the cost and performance study would not be used as the sole support for any decision. In 
201 1, GAO issued an update (GAO-1 1-374R) to TSA’s efforts to improve its cost and performance study and 
stated “ISA’s Revised Cost Comparison Provides a More Reasonable Basis for Comparing the Costs of Private- 
Sector and TSA Screeners.” TSA is in the process of addressing the remaining limitations which primarily 
affect the performance comparison and presenting data according to managerial cost accounting standards. It is 
unlikely that the updates to the remaining limitations will materially affect the results of the cost study. 

Question: In the Administrator’s February 7, 2012 testimony before the House Homeland Security Committee, 
he indicated that the SPP costs between three and nine percent more than federally-staffed screening. What is 
the documentation for that cost differential, and has it been validated by any independent analysis? 

ANSWER: The Transportation Security Administration (TSA) collaborated with the Department of Homeland 
Security, the Government Accountability Office, and an independent contractor to create and improve different 
cost estimates regarding the Screening Partnership Program (SPP). The last estimate conducted, by TSA in 
Fiscal Year 2011, for the program as a whole, showed a three percent to nine percent cost differential depending 
on the different assumptions used. The documentation for the cost differential consisted of payroll data from the 
National Finance Center, expenditure data from TSA’s financial system, attrition data from TSA Human Capital 
records, historical invoice data from SPP contracts, worker’s compensation costs from the Department of Labor 
and imputed retirement costs from the Office of Pereonnel Management. 

The TSA cost estimate has been examined by the Government Accountability Office. Cost analysts from the 
Department of Homeland Security assisted with recommendations and an uncertainty analysis. An independent 
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contractor performed a separate estimate with two diiferent methodologies and came to a similar conclusion as 
the TSA. 

Question: I understand that there have been concerns expressed about SPP awards being made ‘'to the lowest 
bidder”, and that at least one recent TSA decision led to protests and litigation. Please describe the basis for 
making contract awards used by TSA and how it can ensure that award criteria are sufficiently clear so as to 
permit a fair and transparent competition that will stand the test of federal procurement practice. 

ANSWER: The Transportation Security Administration (TSA) conducts Screening Partnership Program (SPP) 
contract competitions in accordance with an approved acquisition plan and a source selection plan individually 
developed for each airport acquisition. These plans detail how offerors are rated on multiple factors and sub- 
factors which is included in the request for proposals (RFP). 

In every procurement, the firet factor is a compliance factor which must be passed to receive further 
consideration. Offerors must provide proof of American ownership, compliance with the Aviation and 
Transportation Security Act (ATSA) compensation requirements, and a small business sub-contracting plan, if 
applicable. If a company receives a pass in these areas, it is evaluated on its technical approach to the work in 
areas such as its approach to managing the overall effort, performing the screening services, providing security 
training, and transition. Offerors are also evaluated on past performance and proposed price. 

Following procurement regulations and the source selection plan, trade-offs are made based upon the evaluation 
of the factoid in order to determine the “best value.” For each procurement the evaluation criteria and their 
relative importance are stated in the RFP, and known to all potential offerors. TSA strives to develop clear 
connections between the evaluation of elements contained in the technical proposals and price proposals, and 
ensure the integrity of the procurement process. 

Question: Given that the Aviation Transportation Security Act requires TSA to certify that any SPP security 
provided be equal to or better than a federalized alternative, and to exercise administrative supervision of any 
SPP operations, is there any reason why selecting an SPP candidate on a basis that meets those requirements 
would result in any degradation of security from a federalized approach? 

ANSWER: The application process provides the Transportation Security Administration (TSA) with an 
opportunity to preliminarily assess both cost and security at the individual airport level as well as the network 
level. During the application process, TSA reviews the potential for degradation of the security network. 
Following acceptance of an application, the procurement process provides TSA the opportunity to continually 
assess the feasibility that screening provided by a Screening Partnership Program (SPP) contractor would 
detrimentally affect cost or security. This is accomplished through the requirements gathering phase, the 
solicitation phase, as well as the evaluation phase. As with any procurement, if proposals do not demonstrate 
the ability to meet the Federal screening requirements outlined in the Request for Proposal (RFP) or are 
substantially higher in cost, TSA can choose to retain the federalized workforce. At this point in the process, 
the TSA Administrator determines and affirms that an SPP awardee would provide security screening at a level 
equal to or better than a federalized alternative. Just prior to contract award the TSA Administrator certifies to 
Congress that security screening performed by the awardee of the SPP contract would be equal to or better than 
a federalized alternative. 

Question: Please describe how performance measures applied to SPP contractors compare with those used to 
assess TSO performance at federalized airports, how the two approaches compare in terms of establishing 
accountability and improving performance, and provide data showing how SPP airports compare with 
federalized airports by these metrics. 


ANSWER: In accordance with the Aviation Transportation Security Act, private screeners must perform at a 
level equal to or better than federal screeners. To ensure compliance with the Act, private screening contractors 
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are required to meet acceptable quality levels in numerous performance measures. Several of these measures are 
used to measure performance of federal screeners and arc used for comparison. Specifically, Threat Image 
Projection detection rates, known as TIP, are used to compare both private and Federal screening. Additionally, 
practical skills evaluations and other skills-based teste which are part of TSA’s annual recertification program 
known as PASS are used to compare both private and Federal screening. Finally, all airports are assessed 
through the Aviation Screening Assessment Program, known as ASAP ~ a covert testing program. Analysis of 
private versus Federal performance using these measures shows that private screening contractors perform at a 
comparable level to Federal screening. 

The performance measures the Transportation Security Administration (TSA) use are rooted in understanding 
contract requirements and include those items that are meaningful for comparison, are equally applied across 
airports, and which offer the contractor a degree of flexibility to perform in a different manner than by Federal 
Government personnel. TSA's conclusion is that private and Federal performance is comparable. Further, due 
to the constrained nature of the screening services (all performed in strict accordance to the Aviation and 
Transportation Security Act) and the requirements to follow TSA procedures, training materials and methods, 
and using TSA equipment. Screening Partnei^hip Program (SPP) contractors have little influence over 
performance variations. 

Because data showing how SPP airports compare with federalized airports is Sensitive Security Information 
(SSI) TSA respectively requests to provide it to the Committee in a closed forum. 

Question: Please update the table provided last year for SPP airports showing the personnel costs and benefits, 
as well as FTE, reflecting FYl 1 actuals, and estimates for fiscal year 2012-13. 

ANSWER: Please see the following table. The Fiscal Year 201 1 figures are from the Transportation Security 
Administration’s (TSA’s) payroll system. Screening Partnership Program (SPP) airports listed in the table with 
a zero Full Time Equivalent (FTE) do not have non-screening Federal staff assigned. 



FYlt Actuals 

FY12 Estimate 

FYi3 Estimate 

Airport 

FTE 

To/a/ Personnel 
Costs and 
Benefits (in 
dollars) 

FTE 

Costs 
(in dollars) 




3 

324,238 

3 

324.238 

3 


Sioux Falls 

14 

1,339,050 

17 

1,625,990 

17 

1,634,120 

Dawson 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Glasgow 

0 

100 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Havre City 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Jackson 

Hole 

3 

286,290 

3 

286,290 

3 

287,722 

Lewistown 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Kansas City 

43 

4,682,222 

46 

5,008,889 

46 

5,033,933 

Frank Wiley 
Field 

0 

409 

0 

0 

0 

0 

L.M. 

Clayton 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Rochester 

15 

1,803,745 

16 

1,923,994 

16 

1,933,614 

Sidney- 

Richland 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
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Airport 

FTE 

Total Personnel 
Costs and 
Benefits (in 
dollars) 

FTE 

Costs 
(in dollars) 

FTE 

Costs 

(in 

dollars) 

San 

Francisco 

73 

7,974,405 

75 

8,192,882 

75 

8,233,847 

Sonoma 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Tupelo 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Roswell 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL 

151 16,410,462 

160 17,362,283 

160 17,449,094 


Non-screening staff currently present at airports operating under the Screening Partnership Program (SPP) do 
not impact TSA’s cost comparison. Non-administrative staff, such as Security Managers, Explosives 
Specialists and Inspectors, are Federal employees present at ^ airport regardless of whether it is operated under 
the SPP or directly by TSA. Therefore, these staff have no bearing on the cost comparison. 

Administrative and Federal Security Director (FSD) staff were examined for each airport. Depending on the 
number of spoke airports a location may have, the number of SPP airport FSD staff is generally less than a 
similarly-sized airport with a full Federal workforce. Therefore, for the cost comparison, it was assumed that an 
additional number of staff would be needed if SPP airports were operated directly by TSA. 

100% Air Cargo Screening 

Question: What is the current status of the ability to achieve the 100% requirement for screening international 
air cargo coming into the United States? 

ANSWER; Air carriers are currently reporting that they are screening the majority of cargo inbound to the 
United States. The Transportation Security Administration (TSA) has finalized a tactical plan to implement its 
risk-based strategy for international inbound air cargo transported on passenger aircraft by December 2012. 

This plan was presented to air earners for comment in February 2012. Following review of comments, TSA 
expects to issue a final version of the security programs to enable passenger air carriers to attain 1 00 percent by 
December 2012. TSA’s risk-based strategy for screening international inbound cargo requires the highest risk 
cargo shipments to undergo the most stringent security screening. Under the “Trusted Shipper” concept, TSA 
has established criteria to determine a shipper’s status as “trusted” or “non-trusted,” based on the shipper’s 
business relationships with air carriers and freight forwarders, including: shipper history; volume; business 
address; frequency of shipments; and consistency of commodity types. Effectively, a shipper’s status will 
dictate the type of physical screening procedures to be applied to the shipment for transport on either all-cargo 
or passenger aircraft. Shippers who have a non-trusted status will be considered “high risk,” and their 
shipments will be subject to the most stringent security screening protocols. 

Question: Last year you reported that if all airports desiring in-line systems applied for them, TSA could 
complete the systems by 2027. Could you update your estimate of the likely “end state” for explosive detection 
system deployment, both in terms of number of systems/airports and dates (by category of airport). 

ANSWER; The Transportation Security Administration’s (TSA) Fiscal Year (FY) 2013 President’s Budget 
Request reflects a shift in funding prioritization from facility modifications to the replacement of the aging 
Explosives Detection Systems (EDS) and Explosives Trace Detection equipment fleet, while maintaining 100 
percent baggage screening compliance and upgrading equipment to current detection standards. Due to the shift 
in focus to recapitalization, it is difficult to estimate end dates for installing in-line systems at the airports which 
desire them. TSA does not currently anticipate significant changes to the most recent airport completion status 
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data, which is reflected in the tables below. However, TSA will consider any new project requests on the basis 
of alternatives analysis to achieve the most effective and operationally efficient solution, while taking into 
consideration overall prioritized program requirements and available ftmding. TSA will review airport 
applications for new in-line systems to determine vdiether an in-line system is the most optimal and efficient 
solution, based on project cost and benefits; as such, not all aiiports that desire an in-line systems will be 
funded. 

The following guidelines are used to detemiine whether an airport is considered ‘complete,’ ‘partial complete,’ 
or ‘not complete’: 

• 100 percent EDS primary screening is required for any Category (CAT) X-III airport to be complete 
(excluding oversize baggage). This requirement applies only to zones that have more than 1 ,500 bags 
per week. 

• In-line screening (including mini in-line) is required at CAT X and I airports to be complete (some 
exceptions apply). 

• Partial complete means that one or more (but not all) screening zones meet the definitions above. 

• Not complete means none of the serening zones meet the definitions above. 

• Definitions for in-line systems are referenced in the Planning Guidelines and Design Standards 
document. 

After completion of all FY 201 1 funded projects, the completion status of airports, by category, will be as 
follows: 


Number of Airports Complete by Category 

Threat Category 

Complete 

Partial 

Complete 

Not 

Complete 

Total Airports 

X 

15 

12 

1 

28 

1 

38 

7 

12 

57 

11 

61 

10 

6 

77 

HI 

102 

1 

22 

125 

IV 

157 

- 

. 

157 

Total 

373 

30 

41 

444 

CAT X-IH only 

216 

30 

41 

287 


Percentage of Airports Complete by Category 


Threat Category 

Complete 

Partial 

Complete 

Not 

Complete 

One or More 
Zones 
Complete 

X 

54% 

43% 

4% 

96% 

I 

67% 

12% 

21% 

79% 

II 

79% 

13% 

8% 

92% 

III 

82% 

1% 

18% 

82% 

IV 

100% 

0% 

0% 

100% 

Total 

84% 

7% 

9% 

91% 

CAT X-in only 

75% 

10% 

14% 

86% 
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Question: How airports still use explosives trace detection (ETD) for primary screening of checked baggage? 

ANSWER: As of January 2012, 282 airports have primary Explosives Trace Detection screening in at least 
one airport zone. These airports are typically Category III and IV airports, which represent low passenger and 
low baggage volume. 

Canine Units 


Question: Please submit a table showing where TSA is using canine detection units (including description of 
number of VIPR operations that included canine detection operations) and describing numbers of op their 
numbers and locations in fiscal year 20 1 1 and planned for fiscal years 2012-13. Any sensitive security 
information related to this can be provided at one of the forthcoming briefings with subcommittee staff. 

ANSWER: The total number of Explosives Detection Canine Teams (EDCTs) as it relates to their deployment 
at specific locations and the total number of Visible Intermodal Prevention and Response (VIPR) operations 
that included canine detection operations is Sensitive Security Information (SSI). The Transportation Security 
Administration (TSA) respectively requests to provide it to the Committee in a closed forum. 

The first table below depicts the total number of funded EDCTs by transportation mode. The second table 
shows the locations at which TSA deploys EDCTs by mode. 


TSA CANINE TEAM TOTALS 

Funded 

Law Enforcement: Aviation/ Multi- 
Modal 

518 

Law Enforcement: Maritime/ Mass 
Transit 

117 

TSA Agency Led Cargo 

120 

TSA Agency Led Multi-Modal 

45 

TSA Passenger Screening Canine 

120 

TOTALS: 

920 
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TSA National Canine Program Deployment Locations 


1 LEO AVIATION 

ABQ 

Albuquerque 

ACY 

Atlantic City 

ANC 

Anchorage 

ATL 

Atlanta 

AUS 

Austin 

BDL 

Hartford 

BGR 

Bangor 

BHM 

Birmingham 

BNA 

Nashville 

BOI 

Boise 

BOS 

Boston 

BUF 

Buffalo 

BWI 

Baltimore 

CLE 

Cleveland 

CLT 

Charlotte 

CMH 

Columbus 

COS 

Colorado Springs 

CPD (MDW, ORD) 

Chicago 

CVG 

Cincinnati 

DAL 

Dallas 

DAY 

Dayton 

DEN 

Denver 

DFW 

Dallas 

DTW 

Detroit 

ELP 


FLL 

Fort Lauderdale 

GSN 

Saipan 

GSO 

Greensboro 

GUM 

Guam 

HNL 

Honolulu 

HPD (lAH, HOU) 

Houston 

IND 

Indianapolis 

JAX 

Jacksonville 

LAS 

Las Vegas 



LAX 

Los Angeles 

LIT 

Little Rock 

MCI 

Kansas City 

MCO 

Orlando 

MEM 

Memphis 

MHT 

Manchester 

MIA 

Miami 


1 LEO MASS TRANOT 

AMTRAK 

Chic, DC, PHIL, BOS 

BART 

San Francisco 

CTA 

Chicago 

DART 

Dallas Area Rapid Transit 

LACMT 

Los Angeles 

MARTA 

Atlanta 

MBTA 

Boston 

METRA 

Chicago 

MTAMD 

Maryland Transit Authority 

PATH 

New Jersey 

SDMTS 

San Diego Trolley 

SEPTA 

Philadelphia 

SFMTA 

San Francisco-Municipal 

TMET 

Portland Mass Transit 

WMATA 

Washington, DC 


LEO MARITIME LOCATIONS 

WSFS I Washington State Ferry (Seattle) 


1 TSA CARGO TEAMS 

ANC 

Anchorage 

ATL 

Atlanta 

BOS 

Boston 

DEN 

Denver 


Dallas/ Fort Worth 


Detroit 


Newark 

GUM 

Guam 

HNL 

Honolulu 

lAD 

Washington, DC 

lAH 

Houston 

JFK 

New York 

LAX 

Los Angeles 

MCO 

Orlando 



MIA 

Miami 

ORD 

Chicago 

PHL 

Philadelphia 

SEA 

Seattle 

SFO 

San Francisco 

SJU 

San Juan 
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LEO AVIATION 


MKE 

Milwaukee 

MSP 

Minneapolis 

MSY 

New Orleans 

MWAA (DCA, lAD) 

Washington, DC 

OAK 

Oakland 

OMA 

Omaha 

ONT 

Ontario 

ORF 

Norfolk 

PAPD (EWR, JFK, 

EGA) 

New York 

PBI 

Palm Beach 

PDX 

Portland, OR 

PHL 

Philadelphia 

PHX 

Phoenix 

PFF 

Pittsburgh 

PVD 

Providence 

RNO 

Reno 

ROC 

Rochester 

RSW 

Fort Meyers 

SAN 

San Diego 

SAT 

San Antonio 

SDF 

Louisville 

SEA 

Seattle 

SFO 

San Francisco 

SJC 

San Jose 

SJU 

San Juan 

SLC 

Salt Lake City 

SMF 

Sacramento 

SNA 

Santa Ana 

STL 

Saint Louis 

STT 

Saint Thomas 

TPA 

Tampa 

TUL 

Tulsa 

TUS 

Tucson 


TSA MULTI-MODAL TEAMS 

BTV 

Burlington 

CHS 

Charleston 

FAI 

Fairbanks 

GEG 

Spokane 

JNU 

Juneau 

MOB 

Mobile 

RDU 

Raleigh-Durham 


LEO MULTIMODAL 

DRBA 

Delaware 

GCRTA 

Cleveland 

NFTA 

Buffalo 

PCP 

Port Canaveral 

PPD 

Portland, ME 

WSFS 

Seattle 


TSA Passenger Screening Canine Teams 

lAD 

Washington, DC 

IND 

Indianapolis 

MIA 

Miami 

OKC 

Oklahoma 

ORD 

Chicago 

LIT 

Little Rock 

TPA 

Tampa 

RIC 

Richmond 

AUS 

Austin 

RSW 

Southwest Florida 

CLE 

Cleveland 


Transit Worker Security Exercises 

Question: What is the status of rulemaking to enable TSA and participating agencies and other entities to 
evaluate training of surface mode employees received under the auspices of the Intermodal Security Training 
and Exercise Program? 

ANSWER: Currently, there is no rulemaking requirement that enables or requires the Transportation Security 
Administration (TSA), and participating agencies and entities, to evaluate training of surface mode employees 
received under the auspices of the Intermodal Security Training and Exercise Program. However, TSA is 
currently developing the surface mode ‘Security Training and Exercise’ Notice of Proposed Rulemaking that 
will propose evaluation of the training surface mode employees receive. 
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Transportation Security 


Question: Please update the table provided last year showing FTEs and amounts requested for each office 
within Transportation Security Support, to include the Administrator, Internal Affairs, Chief Counsel, Finance 
and Administration, Legislative Affairs, Acquisition, Special Counselor, Communications, Human Capital, and 
Operational Processes and Technology. The chart should display actual fiinding levels and FTEs for fiscal 
years 201 1, and planned levels for fiscal years 2012-13. ONLY IF there have been changes in the organization 
or its missions, please provide revised mission statements. 


ANSWER: 

(Dollars in Millions) 


FY 2011 C.R. 


FY 2012 Enacted 


FY 2013 President's 

Request 

Non- 


FTF Non- FTF Non- Tntal FTF Non- 

PC&B PC&B Total PC&B PC&B PC&B PC&B Total 
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Funding and positions for Global Strategies and Security Operations were realigned to the Aviation Security 
Appropriation. 

Revised Mission Statements are as follows: 

Office of Professional Responsibility (QFR> 

The Office of Professional Responsibility (OPR) ensures fair and consistent disciplinary practice TSA-wide. This 
includes reviewing and adjudicating allegations of misconduct for senior level employees, tracking and oversight of 
misconduct cases, and adjudicating appeals of adverse actions issued against TSOs. 

Truck and Rail Security 

Question: TSA is planning to put out a notice of proposed rulemaking to require “high-risk” railroads to 
conduct vulnerability assessments and develop security plans. What is a “high-risk” railroad, when will this 
rulemaking be released, and what railroads will it encompass? 

ANSWER: In the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM), the Transportation Security Administration (TSA) 
will propose a definition of what constitutes a “high-risk” railroad for purposes of regulation. TSA plans to 
seek comment on criteria for high-risk railroads, as well as vulnerability assessment and security plan for 
railroads. The NPRM that would require freight and passenger railroads to conduct vulnerability assessments 
and develop and implement security plans is currently under development. TSA anticipates that this NPRM 
will be published in Fiscal Year 2013. TSA is currently developing the NPRM which it anticipates will seek 
comment on the criteria for inclusion. 

Question: With regards to shipments of security-sensitive materials, your budget shows TSA supporting the 
S&T Directorate in implementing “FEDTRAK”, a prototype system to track such shipments. What is the status 
of that pilot effort, and when will Congress receive a report? 

ANSWER: The goal of FEDTRAK'*'^ is to serve as a sophisticated risk tool for the Transportation Security 
Administration’s (TSA) highway security program. FEDTRAK.’’'^ will allow TSA to monitor the security status 
of the Nation’s hazmat supply chain on a truck-specific or a national basis. Through the Department of 
Homeland Security’s Science and Technology Directorate, TSA is sponsoring the development of the functional 
capabilities required to facilitate the program development. 

To date, the project team, led by the University of Kentucky’s Transportation Center, has built core components 
of FEDTRAK™ including: a) shipper, carrier, and consignee portals; b) the Universal Communications 
Interface (UCI) with commercial fleet tracking vendors; c) electronic manifest (chain of custody) module; d) 
electronic route plan module; e) trip plan module; f) basic geo-fence; g) basic business rules engine; and h) a 
portion of the security specialist desktop. 

TSA is currently working to enhance the above “business rules engine” or “shipment risk profiler” to reflect the 
risk scenario analysis the team completed in November 29, 2010. The interfaces that allow for communication 
with State Fusion Centers are also underway. The team is also enhancing portals to reflect feedback from the 
Hazmat Truck Security Pilot completed in 2007 and wll enhance geo-fence and routing solutions as required by 
Section 1553 “Hazardous Materials Highway Routing” of the Implementing Recommendations of the 9/1 1 
Commission Act of 2007” (Pub. L. No. 1 10-53) (“9/1 1 Act”). 

Section 1 554(a)(2)(C) of the 9/1 1 Act requires TSA to evaluate and report on eight factors that support the 
development of a program to facilitate the tracking of motor carrier shipments of security-sensitive materials 
and to equip vehicles used in such shipments with technology that provides: (A) frequent or continuous 
communications; (B) vehicle position location and tracking capabilities; and (C) a feature that allows a driver of 
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such vehicles to broadcast an emergency distress signa!. TSA anticipates completing the evaluation of smart 
truck technologies by October 2012, to include a cost benefit analysis, and will submit a report to Congress no 
later than the second quarter of FY 2013. Before proceeding with the required rulemaking, TSA will, as 
required under § 1 554(d) of the 9/1 1 Act, seek additional authority from Congress before implementing a rule to 
support this critical highway sector risk-reduction program. 

TTAC 


Question: ISA’s budget assumes a univereal fee rule will be implemented and thus support ongoing efforts to 
modernize Transportation Threat Assessment and Credentialing (TTAC) infrastructure. Last year you indicated 
that the Universal Rule would be released in the fourth quarter of fiscal year 2013. Is that still your plan? 

ANSWER: The Standardized Vetting, Adjudication and Redress Services (SVAR) proposed rule, otherwise 
known as the Universal Rule, is undergoing review within the Department of Homeland Security. The 
Transportation Security Administration expects the NPRM to be published by the end of calendar year 2012. 

Question: How much in fee revenue does the agency anticipate it will need to support the TTAC infrastructure 
modernization effort, which is expected to have $633 million in lifecycle costs? 

ANSWER: The most updated life cycle cost estimate of $63 1 .2 million for Transportation Infrastructure 
Modernization (TIM) includes development as well as maintenance costs from inception through disposal, 
covering a span of 17 years from FY 2009 through FY 2025. TIM is expected to be developed through 
appropriated flmding with full operational capability by the end of FY 201 5 with programs transitioning into the 
system throughout the development process. Once frilly deployed, TIM is estimated to incur an annual average 
cost of $35.4 million for operation and maintenance. According to the most current projections, approximately 
80% of this cost will be funded through fees with the remainder of the requirement to be derived from 
appropriations. 

Question: The TIM project was falling behind schedule in fiscal year 2011. Please provide additional details 
on timelines that support your budget’s assurance that the funding requested for TIM in fiscal year 2013 will 
result in a completed and deployable system by the end of 2013? 

ANSWER: The Technology Infrastructure Modernization (TIM) Program anticipates Initial Operational 
Capability (IOC) (i.e., a deployable system) in CY2013 (in the first quarter of FY 2014). The first population 
that will be transitioned from the legacy systems to the TIM system will be the Maritime population. The TIM 
program is on schedule to meet all key milestones to have a deployable system (IOC) in C^Y2013. 

To achieve Initial Operating Capability, the schedule of work and key milestones are: 

1) Contract award (anticipated award in April 2012); 

2) Establishment of the Service Oriented Architecture and framework at the Department of Homeland 
Security (DHS) Data Center cloud environment; 

3) Successful operational test; 

4) Receipt of Authority to Operate; and 

5) Acquisition Decision Event 3 approval to move to production. 

Question: What processes or services will be subject to new fees, which affected user populations will face 
them, and what benefits will industry gain in return for them? 

ANSWER: The Transportation Security Administration (TSA) will propose new regulations to revise and 
standardize the procedures, adjudication criteria, and fees for most of the security threat assessments (STA) of 
individuals for which TSA is responsible. In accordance with the Implementing Recommendations of the 9/1 1 
Commission Act of 2007 (9/1 1 Act), the scope of the rulemaking will include transportation workers from all 
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modes of transportation who are required to unde^o an STA in other regulatory programs, including certain 
aviation workers and frontline employees for public transportation agencies and railroads. In addition, TSA 
will propose fees to cover the cost of the STAs, and credentials for some personnel. TSA plans to improve 
efficiencies in processing STAs and streamline existing regulations by simplifying language and removing 
redundancies. As part of this proposed rule, TSA will propose revisions to the Alien Flight Student Program 
(AFSP) regulations. TSA published an interim final rule for ASFP on September 20, 2004. TSA regulations 
require aliens seeking to train at Federal Aviation Administration-regulated flight schools to complete an 
application and undergo an STA prior to beginning flight training. TTiere are four categories under which 
students currently fall; the nature of the STA depends on the student’s category. TSA is considering changes to 
the AFSP that would improve the equity among fee payers and enable the implementation of new technologies 
to support vetting. 

We anticipate that the scope of the proposal will include transportation workers from all modes of transportation 
who are required to undergo an STA in other regulatory programs, including certain aviation workers and 
frontline employees for public transportation agencies and railroads. 

Currently, TSA has implemented different STA procedures, criteria, and fees for transportation workers due to 
varying statutory requirements and resources available at the time of program inception. TSA’s Standardized 
Vetting, Adjudication and Redress Services (SVAR) rulemaking, also known as the Universal Rule, will 
harmonize STA procedure, criteria and fees to the extent permitted by statute. The SVAR is intended to 
mitigate the need for applicants to undergo redundant STAs and provide equitable fees for all users. 

Question: Airports have expressed concerns that a new rule might lead to an expanded and more cumbersome 
federal role in airport badging and access control. What changes does TSA foresee in the role of local airports 
with regards to badging or access control? 

ANSWER: The Transportation Security Administration (TSA) is presently undertaking a rulemaking effort, 
known as the Standardized Vetting, Adjudication and Redress (SVAR) services rulemaking, commonly referred 
to as TSA Universal Rule. This rulemaking effort will seek to harmonize background checks for individuals 
with access to protected areas of the aviation system. It is envisioned that the new initiative will not mean a 
more cumbersome federal role but supply a more efficient one. 

TSA Reguiator\- Staffing 

Question: Airports have expressed concerns concerned about the growing number of regulatory inspectors at 
airports and their approach, which may focused more on finding issues than working collaboratively to solve 
them. What efforts is TSA undertaking to ensure TSA regulatory inspectors are working collaboratively with 
airport officials - who as units of local government have a shared mission with TSA to ensure the highest levels 
of security? 

ANSWER: The Transportation Security Administration (TSA) works collaboratively with regulated entities to 
identify both regulatory issues and security vulnerabilities. TSA accomplishes this through outreach activities 
and consortium meetings with the regulated entities. These activities allow Transportation Security Inspectors 
(TSIs) to review and provide guidance to the regulated parties in an open forum or a one-on-one setting with a 
TSI; outreach sessions with industry allow for periodic discussion on issues of mutual security concern with the 
airport operator. While there is a shared mission, TSA does have the exclusive responsibility for regulatory 
oversight of the airport operators and maintains an objective stance to assess the compliance posture at each 
regulated facility. 

TSA also has a self-disclosure program where a regulated entity can identify a violation and bring it to the 
attention of TSA with a corrective action before the problem is discovered through the inspection process. The 
self-disclosure program fosters a cooperative partnership to fix problems without resorting to an enforcement 
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action. The airport community, consisting of the airport of^rator, air carriers, tenant companies, state and local 
law enforcement officials work together cooperatively witii T^A to ensure the highest levels of security at the 
commercial and general aviation airports across the country. 

Question: What efforts are being undertaken to maximize the utilization of regulatory personnel given existing 
budget constraints? 

ANSWER: The Transportation Security Administration (TSA) applies a risk based approach to ensure 
available resources are used to cover as many inspection and testing activities as possible in the execution of the 
compliance work plan. Through the application of a compliance index score, TSA is able to target certain 
operators of a higher concern related to security complimice. 

In addition, TSA performs targeted surges at certain airports based on criteria which address specific operations 
and activities. Each surge consists of a numlxr of TSA Inspectors (TSIs) that are temporarily deployed to 
conduct focused or targeted inspections in light of an identified vulnerability, current intelligence, or in support 
of a National Special Security Event. The data from these surges helps to identify security trends that can be 
addressed at other local/field offices. The surge activities also help to reduce the need to hire additional 
inspectors by providing support to local field offices on an as-needed basis. 

Question: What methodology is the agency using to determine the appropriate mix of TSA staffing among 
screening personnel, supervisory personnel, regulatory personnel, etc.? 

ANSWER: The Transportation Security Administration (TSA) has a detailed screening allocation model 
(SAM) used for determining the appropriate number of Transportation Security Officer personnel required at 
each airport. The SAM considers numerous factors such as the unique airport screening requirements, 
equipment, facility layout and scheduling opportunities. Determining the number of regulatory personnel is a 
separate calculation independent from the SAM process. The methodology used to determine the number of 
regulatory personnel was developed in July 2009 in coordination with TSA’s Office of Human Capital and is 
used to calculate the number of Transportation Security Inspectors (TSIs) required to execute all inspection 
activities within the national compliance work plan. TSI allocations are dependent on many variables including 
the size of an office’s area of responsibility, the number of regulated entities within the area of operation, and 
the complexity of the operation. Supervisory and administrative personnel are part of the Federal Security 
Director Staff allocated to hub airports. Staffing levels are determined based on the combined staffing at both 
the hub and spoke network of airports. 

Question: What is your reaction to complaints that TSA is focusing too heavily on compliance and inspection 
actions at the expense of operating personnel, a situation that leads to increased wait times at screening 
checkpoints? 

ANSWER: Each airport’s Transportation Security Officer total Full Time Equivalent is modeled using the 
Staffing Allocation Model. Staffing is optimized to process passengers and baggage within 10 minutes of arrival 
at a screening area. 

Please note that the Transportation Security Administration’s (TSA) inspection activities do not occur at the 
screening checkpoints. The TSA Compliance Programs Division does not influence or have any impact on the 
passenger screening operation or wait times at screening checkpoints. 

MANPADS 


Question: On February 2"^* Assistant Secretary of State Andrew Shapiro noted that, while former Libyan 
dictator Gadhafi had as many as 20,000 MANPADS in his arsenal, only about 5,000 had been .specifically 
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accounted for and secured. Has this potential increased threat of MANPADS led to any intensification of TSA 
efforts, including domestic or international vulnerability assessments and mitigation planning? 

ANSWER: The Transportation Security Administration (TSA) has intensified its international effort to 
mitigate the threat of Man-portable air-defense systems (MANPADS) that are unaccounted from the Libyan 
arsenal. TSA is accomplishing this by conducting MANPADS Assist Visits in the North African region. TSA 
participates in the Interagency MANPADS Task Force and has been part of the Task Force outreach program 
and visited eight countries in the Libyan region. TSA’s role in the task force is to offer the MANPADS Assist 
Visit (MAV) program which provides MANPADS vulnerability assessment and mitigation training. So far, 
several countries have requested TSA to conduct the MAVs in their country. Two MAVs have been completed 
to date, with a third scheduled in the near future. TSA continues to coordinate with host governments and U.S. 
Embassies to establish schedules to complete additional MAVs. 

Domestically, TSA has a robust MANPADS mitigation program. All Category X and I airports are required to 
update their MANPADS mitigation plans on an annual basis. Remaining airports update their mitigation plans 
biennially. Mitigation plans require MANPADS vulnerability assessments and table top exercises with Federal, 
Stale and local first responders. In addition, TSA has intensified its effort to provide MANPADS awareness 
training to Federal, State and local law enforcement personnel and other first responders 

Reception and Representation 

Question: Please list TSA expenditures for reception and representation purposes in fiscal year 2011, fiscal 
year 2012 to date; planned for the remainder of fiscal year 2012; and the total level of expenses anticipated in 
fiscal year 2013. Please provide detail on each expenditure. 

ANSWER: In FY 201 1, the Transportation Security Administration (TSA) spent $10,974 for reception and 
representation purposes. As of December 30, 201 1, TSA has spent $825. The balance of the FY 2012 funds, 
$9,815, will be used to host foreign dignitaries and senior officials, and international industry representatives. 
For FY 2013, TSA expects to spend $8,500 to host foreign dignitaries and international industry representatives. 
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1 

Obligations 


! 




1 Expenditures/Obligations from lO/l/lO to 9/30/11 

ICAO meeting 

9/28/10 to 10/8/10 

International Civil Aviation 
Organization General Assembly. 

449,80 

Israel ASWG 

Asia & Pacific Region 
GCA 

10/4/10 to 10/6/10 

10/25/10 to 10/19/10 

Israel ASWG - US/Israeli Aviation 
Security Working Group 

Conference of Directors General of 
Civil Aviation, Asia and Pacific 

Region. 

511.11 

50.00 

Thailand Delegation 

11/8/10 to 11/12/10 

Host Thailand Delegation for Airports 
ofThailand. 

139.96 

AIT policy Summit 

11/9/10 to 11/10/10 

AIT policy Summit: Advance 

Imaging Technology Policy Summit 

2,485.82 

QUAD Coordination 
Group 

1 1/8/10 to n/9/IO 

QUAD Coordination Group - 
Quadrilateral Working Group 
Coordination: US, Canada, Australia 
and European Commission 

712.11 

French TSWG 

11/ 16/10 to 

11/17/10 

French TSWG - US/French 
transportation Security Working 

Group 

320.00 

EU TSCG 

12/7/10 to 12/8/10 

EU TSCG - Transportation Security 
Cooperation Group 

716.76 

Vietnam CAA 

12/16/10 to 12/20/10 

Bilateral meeting with the Civic 
Aviation Authority of Vietnam 

408.45 

A15 Cargo Security 

1/10/11-1/11/11 

A1 5 Cargo Security meeting 

672.00 

Insider Threat 
Conference 

1/19/11 tol/20/11 

Insider Threat Conference 

671.00 

Gift for Mr. Calieja- 
Crespo 

2/23/201 1 

Gift for Daniel Calleja-Crespo, Dir. 

Air Transport European Comm. 

98.00 

France's Civil aviation 
Authority 

Quadrilateral Meeting 

2/7/201 1 

3/9/11 to 3/10/11 

Host France's Civil Aviation Authority 

Host the 201 1 Quadrilateral High 

Level Group meeting 

500.00 

2,900.00 

EU Civil Aviation 
Conference 

4/11/11 to 4/13/11 

Host delegation from European Civial 
Aviation Conference 

100.00 

Gift for Mr. Pil-Man 

5/19/11 

Table book for Cheong Pil-Man, 
Director of the Aviation security 
Division, Transport and maritime 
Affairs, Republic of Korea 

35.00 

Gift for Mr. Archer 

5/2/201 1 

Plaque for Mr. E. Anthony Archer, 
director General of Civil Aviation in 
Barbados 

95.00 
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Gift for Mr. Pil-Man 

6/5/1 1 - 6/7/1 1 

Table books for 3 Ministry of 

Transport Dignitaries, International 

Air transportation Association 

8S.86 

Nigerian Delegation 

6/7/2011 

Host Nigerian Ambassador & 
delegation 

20.44 





Name of Event(s) 

Date of Event 

Purpose of Event 



Expenditure/ 

Obligations 


Note: FY 2010 Carryover is $4,125 and $10,000 for FY 201 1. 



^ ZZE ZI1 

Expenditures/Obligations from 10/1/11 to 1/31/12 I 

Liquids, Aerosols, and 
Gels (LAGS) 

Screening 

October 25-26, 2011 

Promote research and development of 
LAGS screening technologies 

825 








S 825.00 


Note: FY 2012 f unding i ncludes: $8,5 00 from F Y12 Enacte d and $2,1 40 from FY 2 01 1 Car ryover 


Hiring 

Question: Please list the number, by office and pay grade level, of all TSA employees hired non-competitively 
in fiscal year 2011, with an explanation why this approach was required or more advantageous to the 
government. 

ANSWER: During the fiscal year 2011, TSA hired 1 78 employees by a non-competitive appointing authority. 
This included 96 appointments by the non-competitive temporary authority; 39 appointments by reinstatement 
of former Federal employees; 26 appointments under TSA’s Direct Hire Authority for hard-to-fill positions; and 
1 7 appointments by non-competitive transfers of current Federal employees. 

Specifically, TSA hired 96 employees (of the 1 78 hires reflected in the table below) based on the urgent or 
temporary need to fill a position, or the need to fill behind a permanent employee who is on extended leave, 
military leave, or a long-term temporary assignment. The use of this authority has the potential for greater 
speed which is typically a critical factor In meeting temporary hiring needs. A non-competitive temporary 
appointment does not provide an employee with eligibility for conversion to a permanent appointment. 

Similar to other Federal agencies, TSA has authority to direct hire for certain positions documented as hard-to- 
fill and/or a critical need, such as cybersecurity and acquisition positions. The overall advantage of the Direct 
Hire Authority is timeliness, and of the 178 hires reflected in the table below, this authority accounts for 26 of 
which 15 were hires into the Information Technology (IT) and Acquisitions positions. Through targeted 
recruitment and/or creative strategies, the agency can fill these types of positions expeditiously. 

Former Federal employees are eligible for non-competitive appointment to TSA positions by reinstatement and 
current permanent Federal employees are eligible for appointment to TSA positions by transfer under the 
DHS/TSA Interchange Agreement. Use of these non-competitive appointing authorities provides for the 
expedited hiring of former or current Federal employees with training and/or experience specific to the Federal 
government. Of the 1 78 hires reflected in the table below, 39 were by reinstatement and 17 were by transfer. 


Below is a table listing the number, by office and pay grade level, of ail TSA employees hired non- 
competitively in Fiscal Year 201 1 . 
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Program Office 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

H 

I 

j 

K 

Grand 

Total 

Acquisition 











2 

Assistant Secretary 









1 


2 

Special Counselor 





1 




1 


2 

Finance and Administration 



1 




2 

4 

4 


14 

Global Strategies 








2 

1 


5 

Information Technology 







1 

4 

7 


13 

Inspection 











2 

Intelligence 






1 

4 

2 

1 


8 

Law Enforcement/FAMS 

1 

14 


1 

12 

6 

9 

5 

1 


49 

Legislative Affairs 






1 

1 

1 



3 

Human Capital 



1 


1 




2 

1 

5 

Professional Responsibility 





1 






1 

Transportation Sector 
Network Administration 





1 





2 

3 

Security Operations 


3 

17 

20 

2 

1 

3 

2 

3 


51 

Strategic Communications 
& Public Affairs 








1 

2 


3 

Program Office 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

H 

I 

J 

K 

Grand 

Total 

Transportation Threat 
Assessment & Credentialing 

1 






S 

4 

4 

1 

15 

Grand Total 

3 

17 

19 

21 

19 

12 

25 

26 

29 

7 

178 


Question: Please provide for the record, the number of noncompetitive contracts TSA entered into in fiscal year 
201 1 and, if feasible, that it anticipates it will enter into in fiscal years 2012 and 2013, and indicate why TSA 
chose a non-competitive contract. Please delineate other transactional agreements and purchases made from the 
GSA approved listings. 

ANSWER: The number of non-competitive contracts in FY 201 1 was 32. There is no present estimate of such 
contracts available for FY 2012 or FY 2013. The attached spreadsheet lists the non-competitive contracts for 
FY 201 1 with the justification for using a non-competitive contract: Number of non-competitive Other 
Transactional Agreements awarded in FY 201 1 : 43. Number of non-competitive GSA awards in FY 201 1; 0 

Question: In total, how much of your FY 201 1 awards were competitive? Please answer in dollar amount and 
percentage. 

ANSWER: The number of competitive contracts in FY 201 1 was $1,41 1,711,933, or 76.1 percent. 

Question: Update and submit, through the most recent month available, the list provided in last year’s hearing 
record regarding Sole Source Contracts. Organize by contractor, purpose, appropriation account, dollar award, 
foil performance value, contract start date, contract end date, and reason for sole-source. 


ANSWER: The attached spreadsheet outlines this information. 
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Question: Please provide for the record a list of all contim;ts over $1,000,000 in total value executed by TSA in 
201 1 . Organize by contractor, purpose, dollar award, full performance value, contract start date, contract end 
date, and contract type (e.g., firmed fixed price, etc.)- 

ANSWER: The attached spreadsheet outlines this information. 

Question: Please provide for the record a list of all T^A current contracts, grants and other transactions where 
work is performed outside of the United States. Organize by contractor, purpose, dollar award, full 
performance value, contract start date, and contract end date. 

ANSWER: The attached spreadsheet outlines this information. 


Bonuses 

Question: Please provide a table showing how your fiscal year 20 12 estimate and 2013 budget for bonuses for 
TSA political employees (if applicable), TSA SES employees, and TSA non-SES employees. 

ANSWER: The Transportation Security Administration does not predetermine the budget for bonuses. 
Bonuses are provided to employees based on their performance and the availability of funds. 

Question: Please list all TSA SES bonuses provided in 201 1 by position, office, and bonus amount. 


ANSWER: The table below lists all TSA SES bonuses provided in 201 1. 


TSA Office 

Title 

2011 Performance 

Bonus 

Acquisitions 

Executive Director, Program Analysis and 
Support (Acquisitions) 

$8,400 

Acquisitions 

Assistant Administrator for Acquisitions 

$16,068 

Administrator 

Senior Counselor (Policy) 

$15,660 

Administrator 

Deputy Administrator for TSA 

$16,173 

Chief Counsel 

Deputy Chief Counsel (Enforcement) 

$8,400 

Chief Counsel 

Deputy Chief Counsel (Legislation & 
Authorities) 

$8,500 

Chief Counsel 

Deputy Chief Counsel (Procurement) 

$8,600 

Chief Counsel 

Deputy Chief Counsel for Regulations 

$9,300 

Chief Counsel 

Deputy Chief Counsel (Operations) 

$13,300 

Chief Counsel 

Chief Counsel 

$13,800 

Finance and Administration 

Deputy Assistant Administrator/Chief 
Administrative Officer 

$14,355 

Finance and Administration 

Director of Financial Management 

$14,946 
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TSA Office 

Title 

2011 Performance 
Bonus 

Finance and Administration 

Director of Budget and Performance 

$15,459 

Finance and Administration 

Assistant Administrator for Finance & 
Administration 

$16,149 

Global Strategies 

Assistant Administrator for Global Strategies 

$15,390 

Global Strategies 

Deputy Assistant Administrator for Global 
Strategies (Regional Dir/ Diplomatic Liaison 
- Asia Pacific) 

$16,069 

Global Strategies 

Assistant Administrator for Security 
Operations (Regional Dir/ Diplomatic 

Liaison - Europe) 

$16,128 

Human Capital 

Deputy Assistant Administrator for Human 
Capital 

$15,615 

information Technology 

Deputy Assistant Administrator for 
Infonnation Technology/Deputy CIO 

$10,440 

Infonnation Technology 

Assistant Administrator for Information 
TechnoIogy/ClO 

$15,408 

Intelligence 

Deputy Assistant Administrator. Office of 
Intelligence 

$15,660 

OLE/ FAMS 

Deputy Assistant Director. Office of Flight 
Operations 

$8,070 

OLE/ FAMS 

Assistant Director, Security Services and 
Assessments 

$14,661 

OLE/FAMS 

Special Agent in Charge, Atlanta Field 

Office 

$8,008 

OLE/FAMS 

Deputy Assistant Director, Office of Field 
Operations 

$8,168 

OLE/FAMS 

Special Agent in Charge, Washington Field 
Office 

$8,332 

OLE/FAMS 

Assistant Director, Office of Training and 
Workforce Programs 

$8,560 

OLE/FAMS 

Assistant Director, Office of Administration 
and Technical Services 

$8,563 

OLE/FAMS 

Special Agent in Charge, Orlando Field 

Office 

$9,377 

OLE/FAMS 

Special Agent in Charge, Newark Field 

Office 

$10,053 

OLE/FAMS 

Special Agent in Charge, Miami Field Office 

$10,189 

OLE/FAMS 

Assistant Administrator for Law 
Enforcement/FAMS 

$10,722 

OLE/FAMS 

Special Agent in Charge, New York City 
Office 

$13,440 

OLE/FAMS 

Assistant Director, Office of Field Operations 

$13,554 

OLE/FAMS 

Assistant Director, Office of Flight 

Operations 

$14,966 
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TSA Office 

Title 

2011 Performance 
Bonus 

OLE/FAMS 

Deputy Assistant Administrator, Deputy 
Director for the Office of Law 
Enforcement/FAMS 

$15,852 

Operational Process & 
Technology 

Assistant Administrator for Operational 
Performance & Technology/CTO 

$15,848 

Professional Responsibility 

Assistant Administrator, Office of 

Professional Responsibility 

$10,080 

Security Operations 

Deputy Federal Security Director 

$6,250 

Security Operations 

Deputy Federal Security Director 

$7,400 

Security Operations 

Deputy Federal Security Director 

$7,550 

Security Operations 

Deputy Federal Security Director 

$7,750 

Security Operations 

Federal Security Director 

$7,750 

Security Operations 

Federal Security Director 

$7,784 

Security Operations 

Deputy Federal Security Director 

$7,833 

Security Operations 

Federal Security Director 

$8,038 

Security Operations 

Federal Security Director 

$8,068 

Security Operations 

Deputy Area Director, North Central Area 

$8,100 

Security Operations 

Deputy Federal Security Director 

$8,250 

Security Operations 

Federal Security Director 

$8,550 

Security Operations 

Deputy Area Director, Northwest Area 

$9,309 

Security Operations 

Federal Security Director 

$9,354 

Security Operations 

Federal Security Director 

$9,496 

Security Operations 

Federal Security Director 

$9,576 

Security Operations 

Federal Security Director 

$9,615 

Security Operations 

Federal Security Director 

$9,623 

Security Operations 

Federal Security Director 

$9,681 

Security Operations 

Federal Security Director 

$9,703 

Security Operations 

General Manager, Office of Mission Support 

$9,840 

Security Operations 

Deputy Area Director. Southeast Area 

$9,875 

Security Operations 

Deputy Area Director, South Central Area 

$9,963 

Security Operations 

General Manager, Field Operations 

$10,049 

Security Operations 

Federal Security Director 

$11,368 

Security Operations 

Federal Security Director 

$12,084 
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TSA Office 

Title 

2011 Performance 
Bonus 

Security Operations 

Federal Security Director 

$12,223 

Security Operations 

Deputy Area Director, Southeast Area 

$12,713 

Security Operations 

Federal Security Director 

$12,784 

Security Operations 

Federal Security Director 

$12,955 

Security Operations 

Federal Security Director 

$12,997 

Security Operations 

Federal Security Director 

$13,117 

Security Operations 

USNORTHCOM Liaison Officer & FSD 

$13,415 

Security Operations 

Federal Security Director 

$13,853 

Security Operations 

Federal Security Director 

$14,000 

Security Operations 

Federal Security Director 

$14,252 

Security Operations 

Federal Security Director 

$14,300 

Security Operations 

Federal Security Director 

$14,656 

Security Operations 

Deputy Area Director, Southwest Area 

$14,787 

Security Operations 

Federal Security Director 

$15,005 

Security Operations 

Federal Security Director 

$15,011 

Security Operations 

Deputy Assistant Administrator for Security 
Operations 

$15,165 

Security Operations 

Federal Security Director 

$15,503 

Special Counselor 

Special Counselor 

$10,408 

Transportation Sector 

Network Management 

General Manager Highway & Motor Carrier 

$7,851 

Transportation Sector 

Network Management 

General Manager, Air Cargo 

$8,085 

Transportation Sector 

Network Management 

General Manager, Commercial Aviation 

$8,628 

Transportation Sector 

Network Management 

General Manager, Mass Transit 

$10,573 

Transportation Sector 

Network Management 

Assistant Administrator for Transportation 
Sector Network Mgmt. 

$10,779 

Transportation Sector 

Network Management 

Deputy Assistant Administrator for TSNM 

$12,896 

Transportation I'hreat 
Assessment & Credentialing 

Deputy Assistant Administrator, 

Transportation Threat Assessment & 
Credentialing 

$15,317 



303 


Question: Please list by office and pay grade level the number of non-SES employees who received a bonus or 
quality step increase (qsi) in 2010, the total bonus/qsi expenditures for the particular office and pay grade, and 
the total number of employees in the office and pay gr^e. 

ANSWER: The data provided below includes only cash bonuses paid during FY 201 1, and does not include 
quality step increases because TSA is not on the General Schedule pay scale and its pay system does not include 
quality step increases. 


Office 

Pay 

Band 

Number 

Of 

Awards 

Award 

Recipients 

Total Cash 
Awards 

Total 
Employee 
Bv Band 

Total Non 

SES 

Employee 
By Office 

Acquisition 

D 

2 

2 

1301.00 

3 

179 

Acquisition 

E 

7 

5 

5160.71 

5 

179 

Acquisition 

F 

10 

10 

5386.00 

12 

179 

Acquisition 

G 

18 

15 

15204.76 

19 

179 

Acquisition 

H 

23 

23 

22768.38 

36 

179 

Acquisition 

I 

40 

36 

48624.25 

41 

179 

Acquisition 

j 

38 

30 

56288.54 

35 

179 

Acquisition 

K 

31 

25 

68485.71 

28 

179 

Administrator 

F 

1 

1 

3000.00 

2 

33 

Administrator 

H 

2 

2 

2000.00 

5 

33 

Administrator 

I 

4 

4 

8500.00 

7 

33 

Administrator 

J 

I 

1 

2500.00 

6 

33 

Administrator 

K 

5 

4 

15000.00 

10 

33 

Chief Counsel 

D 

1 

1 

350.00 

2 

213 

Chief Counsel 

F 

1 

I 

500.00 

1 

213 

Chief Counsel 

G 

7 

7 

4050.00 

7 

213 

Chief Counsel 

H 


7 

■K!33!](!!il 


213 

Chief Counsel 

1 

8 

8 

4250.00 


213 

Chief Counsel 

J 

■HI 

24 

19650.00 


213 

Chief Counsel 

K 


100 

98.160 

119 

213 

Chief Counsel 

L 

40 

39 

58550 

43 

213 

Special Counselor 

D 

2 

1 

2000.00 

2 

■■■Eg 

Special Counselor 

E 

2 

1 

1009,84 

3 


Special Counselor 

F 

14 

II 

11824.35 

13 

130 

Special Counselor 

G 

14 

12 

10712.76 

18 

130 

Special Counselor 

H 

25 

18 

20049.99 

21 

130 

Special Counselor 

1 

19 

13 

16543,22 

17 

130 

Special Counselor 

J 

44 

32 

50455.26 

36 

130 

Special Counselor 

K 

21 

16 

35649.41 

18 

130 

Special Counselor 

L 

3 

2 

9500.00 

2 

130 

Finance & 

Administration 

F 

6 

6 

9400.00 

20 

244 

Finance & 

Administration 

G 

19 

18 

38621.19 

34 

244 

Finance & 

Administration 

H 

16 

14 

33321.19 

35 

244 
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Office 

Pay 

Band 

Number 

Of 

Awards 

Award 

Recipients 

Total Cash 
Awards 

Total 
Employee 
By Band 

Total Non 
SES 

Employee 
By Office 

Finance & 

Administration 

I 

30 

28 

61933.38 

51 

244 

Finance & 

Administration 

J 

56 

49 

122285.15 

68 

244 

Finance & 

Administration 

K 

24 

24 

91244.00 

30 

244 

Finance & 

Administration 

L 

1 

1 

5000.00 

1 

244 

Global Strategies 

F 

3 

3 

2600.00 

3 

210 

Global Strategies 

G 

6 

3 

6103.54 

7 

210 

Global Strategies 

H 

15 

9 

14142.85 

15 

210 

Global Strategies 

I 

89 

60 

110546.42 

75 

210 

Global Strategies 

3 

68 

43 

87839.13 

53 

210 

Global Strategies 

K. 

66 

46 

152191.61 

54 

210 

Global Strategies 

L 

3 

2 

11000.00 

2 

210 

Human Capital 

D 

1 

1 

500.00 

2 

222 

Human Capital 

E 

1 

1 

500.00 

1 

222 

Human Capital 

F 

5 

4 

2519.67 

6 

222 

Human Capital 

G 

11 

II 

14500.00 

13 

222 

Human Capital 

H 

12 

n 

13000.00 

16 

222 

Human Capital 

I 

36 

28 

38834.76 

36 

222 

Human Capital 

J 

86 

74 

126340,15 

90 

222 

Human Capital 

K 

51 

42 

92077,48 

51 

222 

Human Capital 

L 

1 

1 

2500.00 

5 

222 

Inspections 

E 

I 

1 

700,00 

1 

209 

Inspections 

F 

4 

2 

3621.19 

2 

209 

Inspections 

G 

10 

6 

6900.00 

7 

209 

Inspections 

H 

10 

8 

12171.19 

9 

209 

Inspections 

I 

18 

14 

20350,00 

18 

209 

Inspections 

J 

154 

118 

208892.57 

134 

209 

Inspections 


40 

33 

101874.38 

36 

209 

Inspections 

L 

1 

1 

5000.00 

1 

209 

Intelligence 

B 

3 

3 

1085.35 

1 

229 

Intelligence 

G 

16 

10 

25975.59 

16 

229 

Intelligence 

H 

33 

22 

43228.10 

41 

229 

Intelligence 

I 

50 

36 

78177.11 

68 

229 

Intelligence 

J 

56 

41 

108374.94 

67 

229 

Intelligence 

K 

36 

24 

83570.01 

32 

229 

Intelligence 

L 

2 

1 

7000.00 

2 

229 

Legislative Affairs 

D 

1 

1 

3000.00 

1 

11 

Legislative Affairs 

H 

1 

1 

2500.00 

2 

11 

Legislative Affairs 

J 

4 

4 

14500.00 

4 

11 

Legislative Affairs 

K 

1 

1 

5000.00 

1 

n 

Office of Information 
Technology 

H 

5 

4 

3314.50 

11 

186 
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Office 

Pay 

Band 

Number 

Of 

Awards 

Award 

Recipients 

Total Cash 
Awards 

Total 
Employee 
By Band 

Total Non 
SES 

Employee 
By Office 

Office of Information 
Technology 

I 

11 

8 

10105.95 

20 

186 

Office of Information 
Technology 

J 

45 

40 

46765.48 

98 

186 

Office of Information 
Technology 

K 

19 

18 

26018.83 

50 

186 

Office of Information 
Technology 

L 

2 

2 

4371.19 

7 

186 

Professional 

Responsibility 

F 

I 

1 

150.00 

1 

13 

Professional 

Responsibility 

K 

2 

1 

1625.00 

3 

13 

Security Technology 

F 

2 

2 

2800.00 

3 

275 

Security Technology 

G 

9 

7 

8771.19 

10 

275 

Security Technology 

H 

17 

16 

19471.19 

20 

275 

Security Technology 

I 

12 

12 

21450.00 

18 

275 

Security Technology 

J 

116 

101 

180258.55 

135 

275 

Security Technology 

K 

69 

62 

141555.95 

80 

275 

Security Technology 

L 

8 

7 

26500.00 

9 

275 

Security Operations 

C 

2 

1 

1160.49 

15 

58663 


D 

7116 

5042 

4234753.76 

11099 

58663 


E 

nig 

27464 

47333848.84 

27235 

58663 


mm 

musm 

9642 

16850328.48 

9114 

58663 


G 

■mil 

6552 

12292476.78 

6335 

58663 

Security Operations 

mm 


2221 

4056126.54 

2227 

58663 

Security Operations 

1 


1608 

3432426.73 

1608 

58663 

Security Operations 

j 

943 

653 

1546767.18 

675 

58663 

Security Operations 

K 

419 

318 

955489.32 

347 

58663 

Security Operations 

L 

10 

6 

22621.19 

7 

58663 

Transportation Sector 
Network 

B 

6 

4 

4071.19 

5 

247 

Transportation Sector 
Network 

C 

2 

1 

2000.00 

1 

247 

Transportation Sector 
Network 

F 

7 

6 

9460.49 

5 

247 

Transportation Sector 
Network 

G 

22 

12 

32521.19 

13 

247 

Transportation Sector 
Network 

H 

38 

23 

55417.13 

22 

247 

Transportation Sector 
Network 

I 

54 

32 

80296.84 

37 

247 

Transportation Sector 
Network 

J 

173 

93 

310749.76 

96 

247 

Transportation Sector 
Network 

K 1 107 

65 

262966.38 

67 

247 
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Office 

Pay 

Band 

Number 

Of 

Awards 

Award 

Recipients 

Total Cash 
Awards 

Total 
Employee 
By Band 

Total Non 

SES 

Employee 
By Office 

Strategic 

Communications & 

Public Affairs 

G 

5 

4 

7282.56 

4 

42 

Strategic 

Communications & 

Public Affairs 

H 

4 

2 

10371.19 

2 

42 

Strategic 

Communications & 

Public Affairs 

I 

g 

7 

23500.00 

7 

42 

Strategic 

Communications & 

Public Affairs 

J 

20 

17 

54871.19 

22 

42 

Strategic 

Communications & 

Public Affairs 

K 

5 

4 

12500.00 

4 

42 

Transportation Threat 
Assessment & 
Credentialing 

F 

13 

8 

9427.14 

38 

342 

Transportation Threat 
Assessment & 
Credentialing 

G 

32 

22 

29171.07 

26 

342 

Transportation Threat 
Assessment & 
Credentialing 

H 

39 

31 

30777.14 

48 

342 

Transportation Threat 
Assessment & 
Credentialing 

1 

73 

44 

64498.33 

60 

342 

Transportation Threat 
Assessment & 
Credentialing 

J 

158 

86 

172701.08 

105 

342 

Transportation Threat 
Assessment & 
Credentialing 

K 

92 

53 

168476.57 

58 

342 

Transportation Threat 
Assessment & 
Credentialing 

L 

5 

4 

23000.00 

5 

342 


Travel 


Question: Please provide for the record a table that shows all funds expended by TSA political employees for 
travel in 201 1 and to date in 2012. Include name of individual traveling, purpose of travel, location(s) visited, 
and total cost. 


ANSWER: The following table displays all funds expended by TSA political employees for travel in 201 1 and 
to-date in 2012. 
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Traveler 

Purpose of Travel 

Location(s) Visited 

Trip Cost 

John Pistole 

Meeting with the Universal Postal 
Union (UPU) leadership in Bern, 
Switzerland, meet with Brussels 
Ambassador, attend World Customs 
Organization (WCO) conference. 

BERN, SWITZERLAND 
& BRUSSELS, 
BELGIUM 

4,721.08 


Speak at the Interagency 
Transportation Security Conference. 

OTTAWA, CANADA 

2,331.39 


Speak at Ziglar Center for Ethical 
Leadership luncheon and Southern 
Nazarene University in Oklahoma 
City (OKC). Visit/tour Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) 
Academy and attend International 
Association of Chiefs of Police 
(lACP) executive meeting as 
observer in AZ. Conduct town halls 
and meet with Federal Security 
Directors. 

OKLAHOMA CITY, 

OK & PHOENIX. AZ 

2,663.98 


Attend meetings and speak in 

SINGAPORE, 

<2T\T/^ A DnPt? 

7,405.13 


Participate in the Aspen Security 
Forum (ASF), meet with Aspen 
County Airport director and meet 
with nress to discuss ASF Aviation 

ASPEN, CO 

2,211.69 


Speak at Global Business Travel 
Association (GBTA) conference and 
conduct interviews with nress. 

DENVER, CO 

1,179.33 


Travel to Mumbai and New Delhi 
with Secretary Napolitano. 

MUMBAI, INDIA 

7,096.78 


Keynote speaker at American 
Association of Airport Executives 
(AAAE) 83^'* annual conference and 
exposition; visit Atlanta airport and 
present at Eagle Eye award 
ceremony; meet with Metropolitan 
Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority 
(MARTA) officials and attend local 
press event; ride MARTA train 
during interview with CNN. 

ATLANTA, GA 

653.03 


Conduct Town Flails with 
workforce, meet with Federal 

Security Director, Assistant Federal 
Security Director and Area Director. 
Meet with FedEx Express executives 
and tour Super Hub. 

MEMPHIS. TN 

970.33 
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Traveler 

Purpose of Travel 

Location(s) Visited 

Trip Cost 


Visit Minneapolis - St. Paul airport, 
conduct town halls and attend FBI 
Joint Terrorism Task Force tJTTF) 

MINNEAPOLIS, MN 

887.83 


Attend Boeing meeting with TSA 
subject matter experts (SMEs), meet 
Seattle Airport Director, met with 
SEA reporters and observe 
International Association of Chiefs 

SEATTLE, WA & 

VANCOUVER, 

CANANDA 

2,034.92 


Attend QUAD High Level Group 
meeting to discuss strategic aviation 
security issues, conduct several 
bilateral meetings and tour 

Automated Manife.st Sv.stem (AMSl 

BRUSSELS, BELGIUM 

2,867.23 


Attend Aviation Security (AVSEC) 
World Conference and conduct 
bilateral meetings as well an 
Automated Manifest System (AMS) 

AMSTERDAM, THE 
NETHERLANDS 

2,278.53 


Attend & speak at Ribbon Cutting 
Ceremony at Federal Law 
Enforcement Training Center 

JACKSONVILLE, FL 

312.63 


Speak at the Aerospace Industries 
Association (AIA) Annual 
Conference; meet with industry 
officials from Boeing and US 
Airways; conduct town halls and 
meet with Federal Security Director 
and Federal Air Marshall Special 
Agent in Charge. 

PHOENIX, AZ 

1,054.83 


Keynote speaker at the Federal Hall 
National Memorial Naturalization 
Ceremony and visit the World Trade 
Center Memorial. 

NEW YORK CITY, NY 

389.58 


Attend International Civil Aviation 
Organization (ICAO) Regional 
Aviation Security Meeting. 

DAKAR, SENEGAL 

5,060.93 


Speak at the 201 1 Airport Exchange. 

DUBAI, UNITED 

ARAB EMIRATES 

3,727.33 


Attending International Association 
of Chiefs of Police (lACP) Annual 
Conference; meet with Secretary 
Napolitano and United Airlines 

CEO; meet Federal Air Marshal 
(FAM) Special Agents in Charge 
(SAC) attending conference; hold 
town hall sessions for TSA 
workforce at Chicago O’Hare aimort 

CHICAGO, IL 

1,140.83 


Attend and give speech at the 
International Civil Aviation 
Organization (ICAO) Regional 

KUALA LUMPUR, 
MALAYSIA 

6,816.98 
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Traveler 

Purpose of Travel 

Location(s) Visited 

Trip Cost 


Conduct press event in Las Vegas; 
visit San Jose airport to meet with 
the TSA workforce; attend the Naval 
Post Graduate School Graduation, 
meet and greet TSA graduates; and 
meet with TSA Monterey Peninsula 

LAS VEGAS, NV 

SAN JOSE, CA 

1,547.03 


Attend the Singapore Air show 

2012; participate as a panel speaker 
at the Aviation Leadership Summit, 
conduct bilateral meetings and tour 

SINGAPORE, 

SINGAPORE 

5,875.03 


Attend the International Association 
of Chiefs of Police (lACP) 

Executive Board Meeting. 

ORLANDO, FL 

566.35 


Conduct town halls with TSA Dallas 
Fort-Worth (DFW) airport 
workforce and acknowledge 
leadership award winner, lunch with 
Federal Security Director & Federal 
Air Marshal Special Agent in 

Charee. meet with DFW aimort 

DALLAS, TX 

725.03 



TOTAL 

64,517.8 


Traveler 

Purpose of Travel 

Location (s) Visited 

Trip Cost 

Art Macias 

No travel. 

N/A 

0.00 



TOTAL 

0.00 

Traveler 

Purpose of Travel 

Location (s) Visited 

Trip Cost 

Kristin Lee 

Staffing Administrator Pistole for 
the Aspen Security Forum (ASF). 

ASPEN, CO 

2,420.52 


Attend the Global Business Travel 
Association (GBTA) conference in 
Denver to staff Mr. Pistole. Travel to 
San Francisco airport to staff 
Automated Target Recognition 

DENVER, CO 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 

1,996.78 


European Civil Aviation Conference 
(ECAC) workshop. 

PARIS, FRANCE 

3,652.43 


Traveling to Atlanta for 
announcement with Assistant 

ATLANTA, GA 

342.33 


To visit Boston TSA operations. 

BOSTON, MA 

544.83 


To visit TSA personnel in Dallas 

Fort- Worth and Phoenix to assist 
with an Automated Target 

DALLAS, TX 

1,000.83 



TOTAL 

9,957.72 
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Traveler 

Purpose of Travel 

Location (s) Visited 

Trip Cost 

LaVita 

LeGrys 

No travel. 

N/A 

0.00 


TOTAL 

0.00 


Unobligated Balances 

Question: Please provide unobligated balances within TSA, by appropriation account, and when you anticipate 
they will be expended. 

ANSWER: As of February 29, 2012, the Transportation Security Administration’s (TSA’s) unobligated funds 
for all appropriations including fee accounts as follows: 


Appropriation' 

SM 

Aviation Security*^ 

5,054.6 

Surface Transportation Security 

133.9 

Transportation Threat Assessment & Credentialing 

239.2 

I ransportation Security Support 

883.0 

Federal Air Marshals 

652.0 

Research and Development 

1.0 

Transportation Security Administration 

0.7 


’ Unobligated balances represent FY 2012 Enacted funding levels, as well as carryover and fee 
collections through February 2012. 

^ Aviation Security includes $250 million in mandatory fees for Aviation Security Capital Fund 
and payroll for over 47,000 Transportation Security Officer FTE. 

TSA expects to obligate the majority of these funds by the end of FY 2012. 




311 


QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE Harold Rogers 

Administrator John Pistole 

Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2013 TSA Budget Request 
February 28, 2012 


Tracking of Securitv^Sensitivc Materials 

Question: Section 1554 of Public Law 110-53 requires TSA to “develop a program to facilitate the tracking of 
motor carrier shipments of security-sensitive materials^ Section 1554 suggested that TSA invest $7 
million/year for three yeare in carrying out its Section 1 554 responsibilities. TSA is currently performing a 
technology/cost analysis related to the tracking of security-sensitive materials as required by Section 1554, and 
is also funding a research and development program to build a tracking and risk management system for 
shipments of security-sensitive materials. What are TSA’s FY2012 funding commitment and FY2013 funding 
plan for this R&D initiative? 

ANSWER: The Transportation Security Administration's (TSA) FY 201 2 funding commitment will be $1 .5 
million towards this effort. TSA expects to commit funds at the same level in FY 2013. In FY 2012, TSA will 
work in partnership with Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Science and Technology (S&T) Directorate 
to continue development of the Fedtrak'*’'^ System. The Fedirak™ system is being developed and tested under 
DHS S&T in coordination with National Institute for Hometown Security and Kentucky Transportation Center. 
TSA directs the development of the system to ensure that technology and system components will meet TSA 
program vision and 9/1 1 Act strategic requirements. As per 9/1 1 Act, $3 million is the annual limit for use in 
equipping carriers with tested technologies. To date, TSA has not begun the pilot phase of the Fedtrak™ 
system development due to incremental system development. Upon implementation of the pilot, TSA will 
encourage carrier participation through recognition of mutual transportation security benefits and provide 
limited case-by-case reimbursement of equipment costs for participation in the pilot. TSA anticipates that the 
pilot will involve approximately 20 to 30 carriers that represent multiple components (Explosives, Poison by 
Inhalation, and Radioactive Materials carriers) of the highway sector that will be affected by the TSA 
regulation. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE David Price 

Administrator John Pistole 

Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2013 TSA Budget Request 
February 28, 2012 


PreCfaeck Program 

Question PreCheck currently focuses on a numl^r of elite travelers, who the government or the airline already 
knows a lot about. Are you working with airports to make the program more “airport and community centric” 
vs. the current approach, which is available only to elite fliers of particular air carriers or Global Entry 
participants? 

ANSWER: By the end of calendar year 2012, the Transportation Security Administration (TSA) plans to bring 
TSA Prc’^™ to six airlines and over 30 of the nation’s busiest airports. In addition to frequent flyers and U.S. 
Customs and Border Protection Trusted Travelers, TSA is conducting a proof of concept to incorporate active 
members of the military, and other known populations, into the expedited passenger screening model. 

Question: What factors are you looking at to determine whether or not to expand to a particular airport? 

ANSWER: TSA examines factors such as daily passenger volume, existing and planned checkpoint 
configurations, local airline participation, and site-specific considerations (construction, unique local needs, 
etc.) when developing the list of airports for deployment. 

Question: Are steps being taken to ensure “sleeper cells” do not gain access to PreCheck by quietly and 
peacefully building up their profile over the years in order to no longer be required to remove their shoes or 
laptop for inspection? 

ANSWER: Information on countermeasures is sensitive security information and would be available via a 
closed setting. 


Screening of Members of the Armed Forces; 


Question: On January 3, 2012, the Risk-based Security Screening for Members of the Armed Forces became 
law. This legislation directs TSA to develop and implement a plan within 1 80 days (or by July 3) for expedited 
security screening services for a uniformed Armed Forces member, and, to the extent possible, accompanying 
family, if the member, while in uniform, presents documentation indicating official orders for air transportation 
departing from a primary airport. The law clearly states that nothing in the Act shall affect the Assistant 
Secretary’s authority to require additional screening of an Armed Forces member if intelligence or law 
enforcement information indicates that it is necessary. Administrator Pistole, is expedited screening of Armed 
Forces Members the next phase of TSA’s PreCheck program or do you look at this as a separate and distinct 
screening requirement? 

ANSWER: TSA has met the requirements of the recently enacted “Risk-Based Security Screening for 
Members of the Armed Forces Act, Pub. L. No. 1 12-86. TSA’s long-standing policies for troops include the 
following expedited procedures in airport checkpoints nationwide; 
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• As of August 4, 2007, United States service fwrsonnel in uniform with proper ID, whether or not 
traveling on official orders, are not required to remove their shoes or boots unless they alarm our 
technology. 

• Family members can obtain gate p^ses to accompany departing troops or meet their loved ones when 
they come home. 

• TSA also expedites screening for Honor Flight veterans, and partners with the Department of Defense 
(DoD) to expedite screening for wounded warriors. 

In late March 20 1 2, TSA initiated a proof of concept at Ronald Reagan National Airport to screen active 
members of the military through the TSA Pre'^'*^ expedited passenger screening lanes. Based on the outcome 
from the proof of concept, and based on the intention of moving away from a military ID card-based model and 
towards a list-based boarding pass issuance model, TSA and DoD will collaboratively determine next steps and 
associated timelines for screening active duty members of the military through TSA lanes. 

Question: When do you anticipate completing the implementation plan for screening of Armed Forces 
members? Will it be prior to your statutory deadline of July 


ANSWER: TSA’s existing policies regarding expedited screening of Armed Forces members meet the 
requirements of the recently enacted “Risk-Based Security Screening for Members of the Armed Forces Act, 
Pub. L. No. 1 12-86. In addition, starting in late March 2012, TSA began a proof of concept at Ronald Reagan 
National Airport to screen active members of the military through the TSA Prc'^'^’^ expedited passenger 
screening lanes based on reading of their military-issued Common Access Card (CAC). Based on the outcome 
from the proof of concept, TSA and Department of Defense (DoD) will collaboratively determine next steps, 
technical solutions, and associated timelines for screening active duty members of the military through TSA 
Pre/TM janes at other airports. 

TSA has met the requirements of the recently enacted “Risk-Based Security Screening for Members of the 
Armed Forces Act. Pub. L. No. 1 12-86. The policies in place now address the requirement for expedited 
screened for the members of the Armed Forces, to include: 

• United States service members in uniform with proper ID are not required to remove their shoes or boots 
unless they alarm checkpoint technology. 

• Family members can obtain gate passes to accompany departing troops or meet their loved ones when 
they come home. 

• TSA also expedites screening for Honor Flight veterans, and partners with the Department of Defense to 
expedite screening for wounded warriors. 

Air Cargo Screening 

Question: The 9/1 1 Act mandated DHS to establish a system to screen 100 percent of cargo flown on 
passenger aircraft by August 2010, which TSA was able to do as it applied to domestic cargo. TSA relies on 
data submitted to the agency by air carriers to determine the amount of inbound air cargo screened in 
accordance with TSA screening requirements. However, GAO has reported that the agency has not developed a 
mechanism to verify the accuracy of the data reported by air carriers. I am aware that TSA has found some 
problems with data that is reported. How confident is TSA that the data submitted by air carriers are accurate? 
What additional steps, if any, does the agency plan to take to verify the accuracy of the data reported by air 
carriers? 

ANSWER: In January 201 1, based on industry reports at that time reflecting more than 85 percent of cargo 
being screened, the Transportation Security Administration (TSA) asked industry to comment on its ability to 
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achieve 1 00 percent screening of inbound cargo on passenger aircraft, by December 3 1 , 20 1 1 . Review of 
industry comments suggested that original estimates reported had been overstated due to a misunderstanding of 
data reporting requirements among industry. TSA immediately provided clarification. 

TSA verifies the data submitted by air carrier through the air cargo inspection process, reviewing cargo 
screening logs for both domestic originating and international inbound cargo. Domestically, TSA has 500 
Transportation Security Inspectors-Cargo (TSI-C). In Fiscal Year 201 1 , TSI-Cs conducted more than 45,000 
inspections for approximately 10,000 facilities, including 1,200 Certified Cargo Screening Facilities. To 
increase its ability to verify the accuracy of international inbound air cargo data reported by carriers, TSA is 
deploying 53 additional international cargo insjtectore overseas. In addition, through Air Cargo Advanced 
Screening, TSA and U.S. Customs and Border Protection will require air carriers to provide confirmation of 
screening on high-risk air cargo before it is released for transport. 

Question: As part of the Air Cargo Advance Screening (ACAS) pilot, TSA and CBP have been coordinating 
with select air carriers to identify high risk inbound cargo before its transported to the United States from 
foreign airports. To what extent can this pilot be expanded to a greater number of air carriers? 

What are DHS’s next steps for the ACAS pilot? 

ANSWER: The Air Cargo Advance Screening (ACAS) pilot includes three overlapping phases, allowing the 
Transportation Security Administration (TSA) and U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) to identify and 
address key issues and challenges at each phase. The first phase of the pilot focused on the integrated express 
companies. The initial success of the first phase of the pilot enabled TSA and CBP to begin expansion toward 
the second phase of the pilot which incorporates passenger air carriers and freight forwarders. The third and 
final overlapping phase of the pilot incorporates all-cargo carriers and commenced in early 2012. TSA 
anticipates a greater level of participation by carriers and other segments of industry as the pilot progresses. 
While TSA and CBP are encouraged by the progress achieved in the initial phases of the pilot, additional work 
remains before the full efficacy of ACAS can be determined. TSA and CBP are working toward full 
implementation of ACAS to move it from a pilot to a program, potentially with mandatory requirements. 


Question: Following the October 2010 bomb attempt originating in Yemen, DHS established an Air Cargo 
Security Working Group composed of private and public sector stakeholders to identify ways to further ensure 
the security of the air cargo system. This working group developed recommendations aimed at improving air 
cargo security. Has DHS implemented any of the recommendations resulting from this Group? If so, which 
ones? 

ANSWER: The Air Cargo Security Working Group (ACSWG) was divided into smaller working groups: 
Technology and Capacity Building; Global Programs and Information Sharing; and Global Mail. The 
Transportation Security Administration (TSA) is implementing the following key recommendations of these 
work groups: 

• To continue evaluation of the Technology and Capacity Building as well as Global Programs and 
Information Sharing subcommittee topics, these topics have been transferred to the TSA and will be 
addressed through the Aviation Security Advisory Committee; 

• To incorporate advance information sharing into a risk-based screening regime for passenger air cargo and 
expand National Cargo Security Program (NCSP) recognition, TSA has incorporated risk-based screening 
in recently published standard security programs for passenger carriers. To date, 12 of the 20 top volume 
countries that ship cargo inbound on passenger aircraft to the United States are under review for NCSP 
recognition; and, 

• To update TSA Security Directives for inbound mail, TSA updated the standards in March 2011. 
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Advanced ImaeiBg Technology 

Question: Much continues to be made over the science, safety and privacy behind the use of AIT machines by 
TSA. The recently enacted FAA Authorization bill r^uires that AIT’s be equipped with automated target 
recognition (ATR) software by June F*. To date, only one company has been able to produce acceptable ATR 
software. Because of this, not all AIT machines purchased to date will be equipped with ATRs. By the end of 
July 2012, approximately 550 systems will have ATR fiinctionality. Currently, what percent of AIT machines 
have ATR technology vs. older technologies that produce a more detailed image of the individual, rely on 
image operators, and increase privacy concerns by the public? 

ANSWER: As of March 2012, 61 percent of deployed Advanced Imaging Technology machines have 
Automated Target Recognition technology. 

Question: What is the time frame for installing ATR on 100 percent of the machines? When do you anticipate 
other vendors qualifying with this software upgrade? 

ANSWER: The Transportation Security Administration (TSA) is actively working with all Advanced Imaging 
Technology (AIT) system vendors to ensure the necessary steps are taken to employ the implementation of 
Automatic Target Recognition (ATR). TSA has successfully tested, upgraded, and implemented ATR to all 
deployed millimeter wave AIT systems. TSA’s backscatter AIT vendor has had difficulty in meeting the ATR 
requirements. Due to the vendor’s delay to meet TSA’s ATR requirements, airport testing will not commence 
until Spring 2012. Once the 60 days of airport testing is completed, TSA will require approximately 60 days to 
prepare a system evaluation report (SER) that conveys the overall effectiveness and suitability of the 
backscatter ATR software. In accordance with Department of Homeland Security testing policy (Management 
Directive-026), the Department will have 30 days to prepare a letter of assessment in response to the SER. 

Once final concurrence has been reached to deploy the backscatter solution, the manufacturer has indicated it 
will take approximately 90 days to upgrade the fleet of approximately 250 backscatter AIT systems. TSA 
expects to have ATR on 100 percent of the machines by spring 2013. 

TSA issued a request for proposal (RFP) on February 21, 2012, for anew follow-on Advanced Imaging 
Technology solicitation (AIT-2) focused on the procurement of enhanced full and reduced size AIT systems. 
The procurement specifications contained within the RFP for AIT-2 raises performance requirements in a 
number of areas to include reduction in Automated Target Recognition (ATR) processing time fi-om 10 to 7 
seconds, increased detection performance, and reduction in overall footprint (reduced size). The award date for 
full production AIT-2 systems is scheduled for March 2013. All systems procured from the AIT-2 solicitation 
will be equipped with ATR. 

Question: Both the GAO and IG have issued classified reports in the past few months that highlight 
weaknesses in our aviation screening system, including with AITs. While we cannot discuss the results of their 
covert tests in an open hearing, we can certainly ask about detection capabilities since TSA and DHS have 
repeatedly said that AITs help screeners detect a wider range of threats that cannot be seen, for example, by 
walk through metal detectors. 

Administrator Pistole, GAO and IG reports raise serious concerns about the effectiveness of many of your 
screening technologies and how your operators are utilizing them. You have testified repeatedly that AITs 
reduce our security vulnerabilities. Now that you have begun installing automated target recognition software 
on your AITs, have you seen improvement in threat detection compared to what screeners detect with an older 
model AIT that required an image operator or with walk through metal detectors? If so, have you been able to 
quantify that your detection rates are higher or is this still based on anecdotal evidence? 
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ANSWER: The Transportation Security Administration believes that Advanced Imaging Technology (AIT) 
presents the optimal solution for achieving a combination of guiding criteria, including operational 
effectiveness, efficiency, throughput, customer convenience, privacy and security effectiveness. Studies that 
measured the effectiveness of AIT include, but are not limited to. Qualification Test and Evaluation, 

Operational Test and Evaluation, risk-reduction andysis, and alternatives analysis. The studies concluded that 
AIT units with Automated Target Recognition (ATR) had comparable detection performance in the lab and 
increased detection capabilities in airport settings when compared to AIT with image operators. For non- 
metailic threats, AIT units with ATR have greater overall detection when compared to walk through metal 
detectors. 

TSA has concluded, through operational trials using threat injects at the appropriate qualified detection tier, AIT 
detection performance is higher in airport settings with ATR compared to using image operators. TSA 
conducted classified comparative analysis that provided the quantified details regarding the improved detection 
capability. 

Question: As you know, many have called for an independent study on the radiation levels emitted by these 
AIT machines. Update us on the status of the independent studies on this subject as I believe a new study is or 
will be released shortly. 

ANSWER: Since the initial deployment of Advanced Imaging Technology (AIT) systems, the Transportation 
Security Administration (TSA) has utilized interagency agreements with the National Institute of Standards and 
Technology (NIST) and the U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA) to further evaluate and validate the third 
party radiation studies that all vendora must submit prior to testing. 

In addition, the TSA Office of Occupational Safety, Health, and Environment is working with Certified Health 
Physicists from the U.S. Army Public Health Command to perform radiation safety surveys of the deployed 
general-use backscatter X-ray AIT. The backscatter systems are checked against administrative and radiation 
dose requirements of the American National Standards Institute/Health Physics Society (ANSI/HPS) Standard 
N43. 17-2009, “Radiation Safety for Personnel Security Screening Systems Using X-ray or Gamma Radiation.” 
All system surveys to date have been found to be well below the radiation dose limits of the ANSI/HPS N43.17- 
2009 standard. These surveys may be found on the TSA public Web site at: 
http://www.tsa. 20 v/research/reading/xrav screenina technology safety reports ian 2012. shtm 

In addition, the U.S. Army Health Physicists performed a radiation dosimeter study to determine the effective 
dose to individuals undergoing screening. The analysis of the data shows that the effective dose to the 
individual per screening is well below the maximum permitted for a general-use system under the ANSI/HPS 
standard. The potential dose to system operators and bystanders is well below the ANSI/HPS and the 
Department of Homeland Security/TSA occupational dose limits; therefore, personal radiation monitoring is not 
required. The study report is posted to the TSA public Web site at: 
httD://www.tsa.gov/as.sets/Ddf/Final AIT Dosimetry Study Report OPA.pdf 

Question: Administrator Pistole, why do you believe that an Inspector General report on the radiation risks 
associated with AITs is sufficient as compared to the outside, independent analysis you were initially supportive 

of? 

ANSWER: The results of the Department of Homeland Security Office of Inspector General inspection of the 
Transportation Security Administration’s (TSA) use of backscatter Advanced Imaging Technology (AIT) 
systems concluded that: 

• Prior to system deployment, various independent surveys and assessments by federal agencies and 

accredited organizations determined that the effective dose for individuals undergoing screening from the 
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TSA generai-use backscatter X-ray AIT was below the limits established in the American National 
Standards Institute/Health Physics Society (ANSI/HPS) Standard N43. 17-2009, “Radiation Safety for 
Personnel Security Screening Systems Using X-ray or Gamma Radiation.” 

• TSA is in compliance with the ANSI/HPS radiation survey requirements. 

• Radiation surveys and studies conducted after system deployment have concluded that the effective dose to 
individuals undergoing screening and the occupational dose to system operators and bystanders are within 
the ANSI/HPS limits. 

Notwithstanding the foregoing, we note that studies including those by the Food and Drug Administration’s 
Center for Devices and Radiological Health (CDRH), the National Institute of Standards and Technology, and 
the Johns Hopkins University Applied Physics Laboratory, have already been done and conclude that the 
technology is safe for airline passengers. 

Question: In January 201 1, GAO issued a classified report on TSA’s deployment of advanced imaging 
technology (AIT). The title of the report is unclassified: Advanced Imaging Technology: Additional Planning 
Needed to Achieve Desired Capabilities. To what extent are the desired end-states for AIT’s explosive 
detection capabilities clearly defined and based on current threat information? What mechanisms are in place to 
ensure that the key AIT requirements are b^ed on those factors versus vendor driven requirements? 

ANSWER: The Transportation Security Administration (TSA) is continuing efforts to enhance the capabilities 
of Advanced Imaging Technology (AIT) systems in order to achieve higher detection performmce. TSA has 
developed classified tiered detection requirements, which reflect the desired end state of detection capabilities 
for AIT and are based upon current threat information. TSA implements an incremental approach through a 
repeatable process by establishing tiered detection requirements; vendors then develop their solutions to meet 
the stated requirements. AIT systems then undergo rigorous testing that includes both lab and field assessments. 
Proven solutions are deployed/upgraded throughout the fleet. TSA has worked closely with industry to develop 
a technology roadmap for the incremental development and deployment of enhanced capabilities. The TSA 
prioritizes its technology programs based on the evolving nature of terrorist capabilities, tools and intent. TSA 
perfoims risk analyses as the foundation for its operational needs and requirements, taking into consideration 
potential threats, vulnerabilities to those threats given current system capabilities, and their impact in the event 
of an attack, TSA has established and implemented a requirements development process that follows the 
Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Acquisition Directive 102-01. First, stakeholder needs are captured 
from the field through focus groups and meetings with field representatives and are incorporated in a Mission 
Needs Statement (MNS). Based on the MNS, TSA facilitates focus groups with key stakeholders to gather 
functional and technical requirements that meet the capability gaps and threats thus identified. Stakeholders 
include representatives from the field, the DHS Science and Technology Directorate, and TSA. TSA then 
develops Test and Evaluation Master Plans to document and validate that requirements are met by the systems 
selected for procurement. Field representatives are involved throughout this process to ensure that end user 
requirements are met. In addition, market research Is conducted to understand the vendor capabilities baseline. 
An incremental capabilities development approach is taken to encourage vendors to increase capabilities over 
time if the detection requirements established by TSA cannot be met with existing technology available in the 
market. 

Question: What is the proper role for vendors in setting technology requirements? To what extent were AIT 
requirements developed based on mission needs versus the existing capabilities of vendor technologies? 

ANSWER: Vendors should develop or modify existing system capabilities based on the requirements provided 
by the Transportation Security Administration (TSA). During requirements development, TSA conducts market 
research to understand what capabilities are available and the overall maturity of the market. While this does 
not directly change TSA’s requirements, it is one of many inputs that are considered during requirements 
development. Other stakeholders that provide input include end user representatives and the Department of 
Homeland Security Science and Technology Directorate. 
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TSA has established and implemented a requirements development process that follows the Department of 
Homeland Security Acquisition Directive 102-01. Firet, stakeholder needs are captured from the field through 
focus groups and meetings with field representatives and are incoiporated in a Mission Needs Statement 
(MNS). Based on the MNS, TSA facilitates focus groups with key stakeholders to gather functional and 
technical requirements that meet the capability gaps and threats identified. Advanced Imaging Technology 
requirements were developed during integrated requirements development sessions that incorporated the input 
from all TSA stakeholders to develop a comprehensive list of requirements. These requirements included 
technology footprint, throughput, and security detection capabilities and were derived from TSA stakeholder 
needs and capability gaps identified 

Question: GAO has previously reported in public reports that DHS’s acquisition review process has not 
provided the oversight needed to identify and address cost, schedule, and performance problems in its major 
investments. What accountability mechanisms are in place to ensure that TSA is providing complete and 
accurate information to DHS's Acquisition Review Board in instances when requirements or related inputs are 
classified? 

ANSWER: As part of the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Acquisition Directive 102-01 process, the 
Transportation Security Administration (TSA) provides regular updates to the DHS Acquisition Review Board 
on the status of its security screening technology projects. These briefings provide information on TSA’s 
acquisition program (to include Passenger Screening Program and Electronic Baggage Screening Program) 
objectives, project descriptions, project milestones to include targets for performance capabilities. Qualification 
Test and Evaluation results, Operational Test and Evaluation results, and contract awards. TSA provides 
updates on meeting Full Operational Capability, planned versus actual obligations and expenditures, technology 
procurement amounts, funding levels, deployment, engineering, and testing costs. Acquisition Decision 
Memorandums document the discussion topics at these meetings to include classified requirements as 
appropriate. 

Question: Following the December 2009 terrorist incident, DHS has encouraged other nations to procure and 
deploy AITs to the extent feasible. To the best of your knowledge (since TSA does not procure AITS for other 
countries), how many other nations have deployed AITs? What challenges are associated with the deployment 
of AITs in other nations and what can TSA do to help address these challenges? 

ANSWER; Advanced Imaging Technology (AIT) is deployed in 10 countries throughout the world. While it 
is recognized around the world that Advanced Imaging Technology (AIT) provides the best ability to detect 
nonmetallic threats, economic constraints are one of the driving factors in a country’s ability to purchase the 
technology. Technology investment dollars can be limited, with the responsibility for procuring technology 
residing with the airport, not the host government. 

There are also some issues related to privacy and health concerns impeding world-wide deployment of this 
technology. The introduction of Automated Target Recognition (ATR) is alleviating the privacy concerns, but 
some countries remain concerned about radiation levels associated with backscatter technology. The 
Transportation Security Administration is submitting general-use backscatter data and information to the 
European Commission’s independent Scientific Committee on Emerging and Newly Identified Health Risks 
(SCENIHR). The SCENIHR has been asked to 1) Assess potential health effects of AIT that use ionizing 
radiation and 2) Where any effects are identified, to quantify the risks. Extensive testing of backscatter AITs in 
the United States has shown that the technology is safe for airline passengers. 

EDS/Checked Baggage Scrccnin£ System Recapitalization 

Question: Much of the equipment placed in airports to screen checked baggage in the wake of the 9/1 1 attacks 
is at or near the end of its useful life, necessitating a costly recapitalization. The Administration requested and 
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Congress granted in FY 2012 the authority to utilize resources from the Aviation Security Capital Fund to pay 
for EDS equipment - a use that is beyond the scope of existing law. While airports recognize and support 
efforts to purchase necessary equipment, they are concerned that resources intended to help make necessary 
facility modifications at airports to accommodate optimal EDS solutions - the precise purpose of the Aviation 
Security Capital Fund - are being diverted to pay for wjuipment. Airports are also concerned that in order to 
stretch scarce federal resources for baggage system upgrades and recapitalization efforts, I'SA is shifting costs 
to airports by narrowing the scope of items the agency will pay for as part of necessary projects. 

Some airports have expressed concern that TSA - in an effort to stretch federal resources - is narrowing the 
scope of items that it will pay for as part of baggage screening system upgrades and recapitalization efforts, 
resulting in significant costs shifts to airports. Has the agency altered the definition of associated costs that it is 
willing to fund as part of baggage screening upgrades or recapitalization projects at airports? 

ANSWER: The Transportation Security Administration’s (TSA) Fiscal Year (FY) 2013 President’s Budget 
Request reflects a shift in funding prioritization from facility modifications to the replacement of the aging 
Explosives Detection Systems (EDS) and Explosives Trace Detection equipment fleet, while maintaining 100 
percent baggage screening compliance and upgrading equipment to current detection standards. To support this 
shift, authority was granted by Congress in FY 2012 to utilize resources from the Aviation Security Capital 
Fund to pay for EDS equipment. The recapitalization effort has had no impact on the allowable costs for which 
airports submit invoices for incuired checked baggage inspection systems project costs. Funded systems must 
comply with the TSA’s Planning Guidelines and Design Standards for Checked Baggage Inspection Systems 
and be cost beneficial to TSA. TSA will continue to consider all new projects on the basis of an alternative 
analysis to achieve the most cost effective and most operationally efficient solution while taking into 
consideration overall prioritized program requirements and available funding. 

Question: A number of airports have expressed concern that “bricks and mortar” facility improvements for 
these critical security projects are now considered an airport responsibility. Is that true and if so, what is the 
rationale for shifting those costs to airports? 

ANSWER: The Transportation Security Administration (TSA) has begun the implementation of a 
Recapitalization and Optimization program to replace aging and outdated checked baggage screening 
equipment. These efforts will have no impact on the allowable costs for which airports submit invoices for 
incurred checked baggage inspection systems project costs. As in the past, funded systems must comply with 
the TSA’s Planning Guidelines and Design Standards for Checked Baggage Inspection Systems. TSA will 
continue to consider all new projects and associated allowable and allocable costs on a case by case basis to 
achieve the best risk-based, cost effective and most operationally efficient solution. 

Question: While 1 understand the need to stretch limited federal dollars to purchase equipment, past 
experiences prove that a lack of funding for airport terminal modifications can severely hinder or prohibit 
baggage screening system updates. Since terminal modifications are necessary in most instances, are you 
concerned that diverting funding from the Aviation Security Capital Fund could stall necessary projects at 
airports, since many facilities don’t have funding readily available for that purpose? 

ANSWER: The Transportation Security Administration’s (TSA) Fiscal Year (FY) 2013 President’s Budget 
Request reflects a shift in funding prioritization from facility modifications to the replacement of the aging 
Explosives Detection Systems (EDS) and Explosives Trace Detection equipment fleet, while maintaining 100 
percent baggage screening compliance and upgrading equipment to current detection standards. TSA will use 
funds from the Aviation Security Capital Fund for this purpose. Budget authority increases for EDS systems in 
the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act and prior appropriations helped complete nearly all airport 
modification projects for Category X and I airports. TSA has found that many smaller airports either do not 
have their share of funding to support a facility modification or have not expressed interest. TSA continues to 
encourage airports to submit applications for in-line baggage screening systems; however, an in-line system or 
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facility modification is not always an optimal solution for an airport. Optimal solutions for airports include both 
stand-alone systems and in-line systems which on an airport-by-airport basis; therefore, not all airports 
require an in-line system. 


Federal Air Marshal Service (FAMS> 

Question: Because there are fewer air marshals than there are daily flights, the Federal Air Marshal Service 
(FAMS) assigns federal air marshals to selected flights it deems high risk — such as the nonstop, long-distance 
flights targeted on September 1 1 , 2001 . In assigning air marshals, FAMS seeks to maximize coverage of flights 
in 10 targeted high-risk categories, which are based on consideration of threats, vulnerabilities, and 
consequences. As noted in prior GAO work, FAMS has faced challenges in addressing various operational and 
quality-of-life issues that affect the ability of air marshals to carry out the agency’s mission. For fiscal year 
2013, TSA is requesting a $24 million decrease for FAMS, including a $9 million decrease in travel. The 
budget justification also indicates that savings will be achieved through a hiring freeze and attrition. To what 
extent will these proposed reductions impact FAMS ability to provide coverage of flights deemed high-risk? 

ANSWER: The proposed Fiscal Year (FY) 2013 reductions will result in an approximate 9 to 10 percent 
reduction in the overall domestic flight coverage, while international flight coverage will remain unchanged. 
Over many years, TSA has deployed many layers of security that have mitigated some of the risk to the aviation 
sector. Commensurate with any reduction in domestic coverage, the FAMS will work to preserve coverage in 
the highest risk categories. A similar scenario occurred following the significant shift to international flight 
coverage in the wake of the attempted December 25, 2009 attack on Northwest Airline flight 253. In the year 
following the attempted attack, the FAMS maintained an average coverage rate in excess of 98 percent of 
targeted levels in the domestic high-risk categories. It is currently expected that the FAMS will be able to 
maintain similar coverage in the highest risk categories in FY 20 1 3. 


FAMS (OIG Investigation, Report number 12-281 

Question: Over the past two years, we have heard about repeated sexual misconduct by Federal Air Marshals 
both domestically and overseas, as well as discrimination and misconduct in their regional offices. Last year, 
after serious allegations were raised about cronyism; age, gender, and racial discrimination; and unfair treatment 
in promotions, assignments, and discipline, the DHS Inspector General in a review of the Federal Air Marshals 
program found numerous factors that contributed to strained relations and became the basis for many 
allegations of management misconduct. The IG also conducted a survey of the entire FAMS workforce. The 
survey results found that one-quarter of respondents feel they have been discriminated against, 47% of 
respondents fear retaliation, 52% believe senior management is not held accountable for misconduct, and 55% 
believe favoritism is tolerated. The survey also revealed that most, but not all, supervisors disagree with 
nonsupervisory Federal Air Marshals' perceptions of these issues. According to the IG, while these issues do 
not appear to have compromised the FAMS mission and management has been working to address them, these 
allegations add unnecessary distraction at all levels at a time when mission tempo is high and many in the 
agency are becoming increasingly concerned about workforce burnout and fatigue. 

Administrator Pistole, you need to hold your personnel accountable for “good performance”. If about half of 
your Federal Air Marshals feel that favoritism, misconduct, and retaliation is tolerated, what proactive steps are 
you and your senior management taking to resolve these concerns and address such high levels of 
dissatisfaction? What I don’t want to see is this pattern to continue. 

ANSWER: The Transportation Security Administration (TSA) greatly appreciates the work done by the Office 
of Inspector General (OIG) related to their review of allegations at the Federal Air Marshal Service (FAMS). 
Although the OIG report did not find widespread retaliation, misconduct or discrimination at FAMS, it is clear, 
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from the results of the report that perceptions of discrimination and retaliation in FAMS are extensive. TSA 
senior leadership has recognized this and have been working diligently, both before and since the release of this 
report, to involve all levels of the FAMS in man^ement and personnel processes and decisions; to improve 
transparency and consistency within the FAMS disclplii^ process; and to create better understanding and 
implementation of policies set forth by FAMS and TSA. 

Proactive measures already taken by TSA leadership include: 

o The implementation of FAMS/Office of Civil Right and Liberties (OCRL) points of contact at each 
FAMS Field Office in order to facilitate the response to issues quickly at the Field Office level; 
o The creation of a Federal Air Marshal (FAM) Advisory Council which has provided an outlet for 
meaningful discussion and an opportunity to address workforce issues with FAMS senior management; 
o J-Band Working Group and Succession Planning Working Group, which were designed to proactively 
address workforce issues related to the promotion process and career development at the FAMS; 
o The Supervisory Federal Air Marshal (SFAM) Leadership Initiative which will require all SFAMs to 
participate in extensive new practical training measures; 
o SFAM and FAM Listening Sessions with the Director and Deputy Director; 
o The OCRL/FAMS Supervisory Air Marshal in Charge (SAC) Conference in September, 2010 where 
TSA and DHS senior leadership discussed and received training on a myriad of Equal Employment 
Opportunity and Model Workplace issues; and, 

o TSA also distributed this report to the entire FAMS workforce to create further dialogue for the whole 
workforce on these critical issues. 

Along with proactive measures already undertaken TSA leadership, TSA intends, among other actions, to work 
with OIG to: 

o select an independent assessor to identify measures to assist supervisors in evaluating the performance 
of a largely mobile workforce; 

o implement numerous guidelines and clarifying communications in order to create greater consistency in 
discipline and performance measures undertaken in the field; 
o streamline the employee discipline process for additional consistency and speed of resolution; 
o establish additional guidelines for the criteria of FAM ground based assignments; 
o conduct a full review of and implement any necessary improvements to the FAM J*Band promotion 
process; 

o develop guidelines to provide additional consistency regarding when FAMs can be removed from 
international flight schedules; and 

o develop and provide OIG a detailed action plan that addresses the workplace issues identified in the 
OIG’s survey. This action plan will Include information listed above as well as additional measures 
taken by TSA. 

TSA would like to reference the complexity of the issues that OIG found during the course of their review. For 
example, the OIG report noted statistics showing that the vast majority of cases filed involving the FAMS have 
been decided in the agency’s favor. They further note that since 2005 (when FAMS returned to TSA from U.S. 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement) less than 3 percent of the discrimination cases brought before the 
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, to date, have resulted in a finding of discrimination. 

Furthermore, as is noted in the report, since 2005, 94 percent of Merit Systems Protection Board appeals 
involving FAMS have been decided in the agency’s favor. Also, noted in the OIG report, since 2005 there has 
not been a single finding of discrimination against FAMS or TSA in a federal district court case involving 
FAMS. 

TSA leadership will continue to pursue proactive measures to resolve the issues cited in the OIG report. 


TSA Behavior Detection Program 
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Question: The Transportation Security Administration’s Screening of Passengers by Observation Techniques 
(SPOT) program has been operating at over 160 airports for several years. TSA spends over $200 million 
annually to support the salaries of the over 3000 Behavior Detection Officer (BDO) that implement this 
behavior detection program. TSA is now pilot testing new approaches (called the assessor program) to 
implementing the program which include having a BDO speak directly to passengers. GAO and DHS S&l' 
made numerous recommendations aimed at ensuring this program was scientifically validated and could be used 
for counterterrorism purposes in the airport environment. GAO also made several recommendations aimed at 
improving infonnation flows from airports to the Transportation Security Operations Center and for better 
measuring program results. To what extent is the beimvior detection program an efficient and effective use of 
taxpayer dollars? Since terrorist attacks are an extremely rare event, how does TSA judge whether this program 
is cost-effective? 


ANSWER: Behavior Detection Officers (BDO) serve as an important additional layer of security in airports by 
providing a non-intrusive means of identifying individuals who may pose a risk of terrorist activity. Currently 
the Screening of Pas.sengers by Observation Techniques (SPOT) program is one of the only scientifically 
validated behavior-based security programs in the world. In April 2011, the Department of Homeland Security 
Science and Technology Directorate completed a research study that examined the extent to which SPOT 
indicators led to correct screening decisions at the security checkpoint. The study revealed that SPOT was 
significantly more effective at identifying High Risk Passengers than random selection protocols. This study 
represents the most thorough analysis of any l^havioral screening program to date; no other counterterrorism or 
similar security program is known to have been subjected to such a rigorous, systematic evaluation of its 
screening accuracy. 

The Enhanced Behavior Detection (Assessor) pilot programs (currently in Boston and Detroit) build on the 
current SPOT principles by employing specialized behavioral analysis techniques to determine if a traveler 
should be referred for additional screening at the checkpoint. This additional interaction, used by security 
agencies worldwide, enables officers to identify potentially High Risk Passengers. The goal of this pilot is to 
develop behavior detection procedures that enhance security from its current level while maintaining program 
efficiencies and improving passenger satisfaction. Preliminary data from the pilots reveal an improvement in 
security posture over a baseline period. 

Recent literature reviews conducted by Department of Homeland Security Science and Technology Directorate 
(DHS S&T) reveal that there are no behavioral differences between a terrorist and criminal both trying to 
conceal their intentions. Currently SPOT is one of the only scientifically validated behavior-based security 
programs in the world. In April 201 1 , DHS S&T completed a research study that revealed that SPOT was 
significantly more effective at identifying High Risk Passengers (HR?) than random selection protocols. TSA 
has developed a risk and cost analysis framework which has been applied to several different physical 
countermeasures such as Advanced Imaging Technology and X-ray. Based on its internal validation processes, 
TSA is refining the framework and data in order to complete the risk and cost analysis work for BDOs. 

Question: What are TSA’s goals for the new assessor pilot program at Boston Logan and Detroit airports? : 
When will TSA decide whether to expand this effort nationwide? What information will inform this decision? 
How will TSA balance using casual conversation with throughput demands at Boston and Detroit and possibly 
airports nationwide? 

ANSWER: The purpose of the Assessor pilot program is to evaluate the effect of enhanced behavior detection 
training and assessment on security effectiveness. The goal is to develop an enhanced program that utilizes a 
wide range of behavior analysis tools to identify potential threats based on behavior while improving screening 
efficiencies and the passenger experience. This new capability will build upon the strengths of the Screening of 
Passengers by Observation Techniques (SPOT) progi^n and fit within the Transportation Security 
Administration’s Risk-Based Security model. Like SPOT, the Assessor program focuses on applying behavior 
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detection resources on individuals displaying suspicious indicators. The Transportation Security Administration 
(TSA) is currently collecting data at these pilot sites to evaluate the effect of Assessor on security effectiveness, 
efficiency, passenger satisfaction, cost, and industry vitality. If favorable results are forthcoming, TSA would 
likely expand deployment of this skill to its Behavior Detection Officer workforce beginning in 2012. The TSA 
is currently collecting data at Boston and Detroit to evaluate the effect of Assessor on security effectiveness and 
system-wide efficiencies. The goal of the Assessor program is to increase security effectiveness while keeping 
efficiencies at or around the same levels. As this program moves forw'ard, levels of encounter and engagement 
will be strategically employed for the most advantageous interaction with passengers that does not impede upon 
throughput while remaining effective and efficient \wth the behavior detection process. 

Inconsistencies in your Screening Procedures 

Question: Repeatedly we read about inconsistencies in T^A’s screening processes at airport checkpoints. For 
example, while TSA’s policy is not to scan travelers widi AlTs multiple times, recently a woman wrote a 
complaint about being screened three times at Dallas-Fort Worth. Press reports note that there are over 500 
similar complaints. On the other hand, after alarming the AIT machine. Senator Paul was detained because he 
refused a pat down and instead wanted to go through the AIT again to resolve the alarm. Administrator Pistole, 
if an alarm occurs at an AIT, should every traveler be treated the same way? And if so, what are you doing to 
ensure this occurs? 

ANSWER: The Transportation Security Administration (TSA) has established procedures and Transportation 
Security Officers (TSOs) are trained to apply these procedures to passengers. Not every passenger who alarms 
the Advanced Imaging Technology (AIT) must undergo the same resolution procedures. We are increasing our 
capabilities to leverage cutting-edge technology and better intelligence to move away from a one-size-fits-all 
security model that treats all passengers the same. By identifying passengers who may present a lower risk to 
security; using more officers trained to spot travelers exhibiting suspicious behavior; and otherwise improving 
our prescreening and real-time threat assessment capabilities; TSA is better able to focus its resources on 
individuals more likely to pose a threat to the aviation system. For example, children under 12 receive a 
different screening procedure than an adult when their AIT screening reveals an anomaly. TSA also includes 
randomness, to improve unpredictability and make it more difficult for knowledgeable individuals to defeat 
multiple layers of security. 

When screening inconsistencies are reported, TSA follows up to identify inappropriate or inadequate security 
screening procedures. Remedial measures, such as employee re-lraining, or discipline, may be applied. As 
necessary, TSA disseminates workforce clarifications along with a weekly National Shift Brief to re-emphasize 
correct procedures or to notify a change in procedure. 

Question: While I appreciate screening needs to include a random component, I have heard numerous 
complaints about other inconsistencies, including the handling of passengers wishing to hold onto their wallets 
as they pass through the machines, or how your screeners handle prescription and over the counter drugs. Most 
of the time, they are not checked but on occasion, your screeners have asked the traveler to pour each 
prescription and over the counter drug out in their hands to be inspected and questioned. How regularly do you 
remind FSD’s and TSO’s of the Standard Operating Procedures for circumstances such as these? 

ANSWER: Passengers are permitted to hold onto their wallets during Advanced Imaging Technology 
screening and procedures do not require individuals to pour medication into their hands. The Transportation 
Security Administration holds biweekly teleconferences with Federal Security Directors, and often iscusses 
specific aspects of the standard operation procedures during those calls. In addition to local training and on-the- 
job supervision. Transportation Security Officers receive a weekly National Shift Brief that emphasizes correct 
screening procedures. 


Reorganization of TSA : 
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Question: Last summer, TSA restructured many of its programs and offices across TSA. For example, as part 
of this reorganization, TSA merged its Intelligence office with Secure Flight and Transportation Threat 
Assessment and Credentialing programs. They also t«ttCT aligned Aviation Security to better reflect technology 
development and personnel issues. Deputy Administrator Rossides briefed staff on this reorganization last 
September. At that time, she stated that this reorganization would not affect any appropriations because the 
“managing units” would still draw their money from the same places. In leaner budgetary times, Administrator 
Pistole, I am sure that you would agree that we need to take a careful look at how our dollars are being spent to 
ensure they are getting the biggest “bang for the buck”. In that vein, let’s discuss the restructuring you 
undertook at TSA last summer and fall. To date, how has it improved the effectiveness of TSA’s overall 
security posture? Has this restructuring lead to any efficiencies or cost savings to the Federal government? 

ANSWER: The changes the Transportation Security Administration (TSA) continues to make with respect to 
realignment of functions and programs are intended to provide tangible benefits in both the near and long term. 
While TSA expects to realize greater efficiencies over time, the initial focus has been on creating a more 
effective organizational alignment. As an example, in early January 2012, TSA reduced from 12 to 6 the 
number of field regions within the Office of Security Operations. This change created efficiencies in 
coordination across the field. 

Several changes in alignment of TSA headquarters functions also have a direct impact on improving the 
effectiveness of TSA’s overall security posture. TSA’s ability to identify potential threats posed by airline 
passengers and transportation workers across all vetted populations has been enhanced through merging the 
Office of Intelligence with Secure Flight and Transportation Threat Assessment and Credentialing vetting 
functions. This merge supports a more effective alignment of vetting functions with the operational use of 
intelligence information to support TSA’s risk-based security emphasis and programs such as TSA Pre/™. 
Similarly, combining the technology deployment and integration groups under the Office of Security 
Capabilities improves coordination and deployment of new equipment while eliminating redundant 
management structures. Effectiveness of employee security training efforts is also increased through alignment 
of all training programs under a single Assistant Administrator. 

Part of the realignment effort focused on increasing span of control where feasible for supervisory positions and 
reducing the number of advisor positions throughout each headquarters function. As a result, TSA eliminated 
multiple levels of supervision in several offices, thereby reducing processing times and redundant review 
functions. Additionally, restructuring efforts allow TSA to gain efficiencies with many support functions such 
as Information Technology (IT) management and security policy development. Prior to the realignment, these 
types of support functions existed within various program areas. By combining these support functions under a 
single functional area, TSA has been able to ensure that IT strategies are in accordance with a consolidated 
Department of Homeland Security (DHS) IT architecture. Some of these changes allow TSA to better address 
recommendations for improvements provided by Congress, Government Accountability Office, or the DHS 
Inspector General. Others reflect smart practices associated with high performing organizations, or a functional 
alignment more consistent with that of other DHS components. Although the primary focus of these changes 
was to improve the efficiency of TSA‘s headquarters operations, TSA also expects to realize some cost savings 
over time. 


Regulations on Aircraft Repair Station 

Question: Almost a decade ago, Congress required TSA to promulgate aircraft repair station security 
regulations (Vision 100, enacted in 2003). Again in 2007, the 9/1 1 Commission Act directed TSA to issue this 
same rule. In August 2008, Congress bars Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) from issuing any new 
foreign repair station operating certificates because TSA failed to issue the final rule. Finally, in November 
2009, the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) was published by TSA. The public comment period for this 
NPRM closed in February 2010 and work on the final rule began. It has come to my attention that the final rule 



325 


will not be issued until late 2012. What is the hold up with the final regulation on aircraft repair station 
security? Why are you estimating that this regulation will now not be finalized until late 2012, almost a decade 
after TSA was first directed to promulgate this regulation? 

ANSWER: The Transportation Security Administration (TSA) continues to work on the economic impact 
analyses required under Executive Order 12866, Regulatory Planning and Review (58 FR 51735, October 4, 
1993) and Executive Order 13563, Improving Regulation and Regulatory Review (76 FR 3821, January 21, 

201 1). TSA is sensitive to the issues created by the delay in the publication of the Final Rule and is working 
diligently to complete this task. T 

Transportation Worker Identification Credential (TWICl 

Question: We have been funding the Transportation Worker Identification Credential since DHS was formed. 
TSA received appropriations in the early years for this program, then it became a fee funded activity. This 
credential was incredibly slow to develop. The first TWIC enrollments began in 2007, and more than 1.9 
million U.S. workers have enrolled in TWIC. While we have credentials, we still do not have readers at ports to 
remotely check the biometrics on these cards to make sure the person using them is the actual cardholder. So 
TWIC is just a “flash card”. The first TWIC enrollments expire at the end of 2012. The deployment of TWIC 
readers at ports and other facilities is at least 4 years behind schedule. When will TWIC stop being a “flash 
card? When will TWIC readers be ready for deployment, other than in a test capacity? 

ANSWER: The Department of Homeland Security (DHS) decided to split the rulemaking process and 
promulgate separate rules for the Transportation Worker Identification Credential (TWIC) program and the 
TWIC reader requirements. This was done based on public and stakeholder comments to the comprehensive 
TWIC Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM), which was published on May 22, 2006. The Maritime 
Transportation Security Act of 2002 (MTSA), as amended by the Security and Accountability For Every 
(SAFE) Port Act of 2006, requires the final regulations for the card reader be consistent with the findings of a 
TWIC reader pilot program. TSA completed the reader pilot in May 2011. The United States Coast Guard 
(USCG) is leading the rulemaking effort to address TWIC reader requirements for MTSA-regulated facilities 
and vessels, integrating the findings of the reader pilot. 

There are some facilities that have gone beyond the current TWIC visual inspection requirements in verifying 
the TWICs with readers as part of their security access control measures. Even without the use of readers, 

TWIC cards contain security features that make the card highly resistant to counterfeiting and difficult to use by 
anyone other than the authorized holder, Facilities choosing not use readers at this time are required by Coast 
Guard regulations to conduct a thorough visual inspection of the credential prior to allowing access to a secure 
area. The visual inspection requirements are: (1 ) determine that the credential has not expired; (2) examine one 
or more security features on the credential; and (3) compare the facial photo on the card to the person presenting 
the card. The TWIC features coupled with the visual inspection requirements ensure that eligibility for 
unescorted access to secure areas is determined to a higher degree than relying on the many documents that 
were acceptable for access prior to TWIC. 

Currently, there are over 30 readers evaluated by the Transportation Security Administration as capable of 
reading Transportation Worker Identification Credential (TWIC) cards. Fhese are not test readers, but are 
available through commercial sources to any port or maritime facility for use in reading TWIC cards. The 
United States Coast Guard has published guidance on the voluntary use of readers in advance of a reader rule. 
The current list of TSA evaluated readers can be found at the following link: 
http://www.tsa.gov/assets/pdf/twic ice list. pdf 


Question: The 2013 budget anticipates a $39 million increase in fee collections (from $8.3 million in 2012 to 
$47.3 million in 2013), but the per card user cost will drop slightly (from $132.50 to $129.75) due to a fee 
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reduction for the FBI fingerprint criminal history records check. Is part of your large TWIC increase reflecting 
new credentialed users, for example for those individuals working at chemical facilities? Or is this $39 million 
fee increase entirely based on the re-enrollment of current TWIC cardholders? 

ANSWER: No. Only populations required by the Maritime Transportation Security Act (MTSA) of 2002 are 
included in the Fiscal Year (FY) 2013 Transportation Worker Identification Credential (TWIC) program 
revenue estimate. In fully considering the most recent TWIC program enrollment data for FY 2012, which is 
higher than initially anticipated, the FY 2012 revenue estimate is expected to be over $30 million. The FY 2013 
TWIC program revenue estimate considers both applicants that will be renewing TWICs (applicants that 
originally enrolled during FY 2008) and applicants that are new to this transportation sector. 

Harmonization of U,S. and Foreign Aviation Standards and Technology 

Question: DHS and TSA recognize the need to coordinate security standards and practices to enhance security 
with foreign partners, a process known as harmonization and the agencies have worked to enhance ongoing 
efforts to harmonize international security standards and practices through increased global outreach, 
coordination of standards and practices, use of enhanced technology, and assessments of foreign airports. For 
example, DHS and TSA have coordinated with foreign governments to harmonize air cargo security practices to 
address the statutory mandate to screen 1 00 j^rcent of air cargo transported on U.S. -bound passenger aircraft. 
What progress has TSA made with foreign partners to harmonize inbound air cargo security requirements, both 
for passenger and all-cargo aircraft? 

ANSWER: The Transportation Security Administration (TSA) continues to pursue air cargo security 
harmonization activities and outreach to both industry and governments through multiple channels. TSA has 
been engaged with the International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) to develop a threat and risk analysis 
for air cargo through the Working Group on Threat and Risk and has been part of the Working Group on Air 
Cargo Security to define high-risk cargo and develop appropriate recommended practices and guidance, for 
both passenger and all-cargo aircraft operations, for ICAO member states. 

TSA and U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) have been working closely with the World Customs 
Organization on advance data collection. TSA and CBP have also been closely engaged with the U.S. Postal 
Service in working through the Universal Postal Union to address challenges in global mail security. 

A cornerstone of the ability to screen 100 percent of inbound cargo lies in the capabilities of the countries and 
airports from where the cargo departs. TSA has accelerated its review of foreign countries’ National Cargo 
Security Programs (NCSP) and has, to date, determined that eight countries’ NCSPs provide a commensurate 
level of security as current U.S. air cargo security requirements, and two additional countries’ programs are 
nearing completion of the recognition process. This approach affirms that not only are acceptable screening 
standards being met, but also facility access, personnel security, training regimes, chain of custody policies, and 
compliance/oversight controls meet the requirements established by TSA. 

Question: What challenges has TSA encountered in coordinating with other U.S. agencies or international 
partners to achieve harmonization, and what actions has the agency taken to address these challenges? What is 
the most significant challenge to international harmonization of aviation security standards and practices? 

ANSWER: While the Transportation Security Administration (TSA) recognizes the trend toward global 
convergence and standardization as it relates to transportation security, the baseline transportation security 
standards and their implementation vary on a country by country basis. AH airports that serve as last points of 
departure to the United States must meet the international security requirements established by the International 
Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO). TSA's baseline security standard goes beyond the current ICAO 
standards, which presents challenges in advancing harmonization. TSA works on a multilateral and bilateral 
basis to address harmonization challenges through ongoing and persistent engagement with foreign partners and 
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relevant international organizations, such as ICAO, to enhance the security baseline. Working through these 
forums provides TSA the opportunity to better understand the security processes in place in other countries with 
the ultimate goal to recognize the measures, where appropriate, and streamline the international travel process. 

In order to achieve full international harmonization of aviation security standards and practices, the screening 
measures in place at foreign airports for persons, accessible property, and checked baggage, must meet U.S. 
legal requirements. The Transportation Security Administration’s comprehensive aviation security 
requirements are primarily outlined in the Aviation and Transportation Security Act (Pub. L. No. 107-71). 

Many countries do not have a similar regulatory or legal framework that outlines the minimum standards related 
to aviation security or the resources and infrastructure to establish a system as comprehensive as the U.S. 
aviation security system, which hinders the ability to conduct a true comparison of the security standards for 
harmonization purposes. Furthermore, the international security standards established by the International Civil 
Aviation Organization (ICAO) in Annex 17 to the Convention on International Civil Aviation, provide broad 
baseline security requirements to which all ICAO Contracting States must adhere. While these baseline 
requirements provide a level of security, they are not as robust or detailed as current U.S. aviation security 
standards. Accordingly, while other countries may satisfy international standards, the level of harmonization 
with U.S. standards may not be sufficient because of this disparity. TSA continues to work bilaterally with its 
foreign government counterparts, as well as multilaterally through relevant regional and international 
organizations such as ICAO, to enhance the baseline of international aviation security. 

Question: To what extent is TSA is working with foreign governments to encourage the development and 
deployment of enhanced screening technologies? To what extent is TSA coordinating with otlier countries to 
develop technology to screen air cargo on unit load device (ULD) pallets and containers? 

ANSWER: The Transportation Security Administration (TSA) has finalized information sharing agreements 
with many of our international partners to facilitate the sharing of screening technologies. An example of 
information that has been shared includes the TSA Qualified Products List. TSA actively participates in various 
international technology working groups, including those sponsored by the International Civil Aviation 
Organization and the European Civil Aviation Conference. TSA has also worked bilaterally with foreign 
government partners, such as Transport Canada, through the DHS Science and Technology Directorate’s 
Transportation Security Laboratory, to test, research and develop security technologies, standards and 
processes. Additionally, TSA experts work with other countries’ experts in deploying technology, and TSA has 
hosted meetings with foreign delegations at the Transportation Security Integration Facility. The goal of these 
meetings is to share best practices related to technology innovation, evaluation and deployment, as well as to 
share lessons learned. 

The Transportation Security Administration (TSA), in coordination with the Department of Homeland 
Security’s (DHS) Science and Technology Directorate (DHS S&T), the DHS lead for R&D, collaborates with 
other countries to provide the most effective and suitable technologies for air cargo screening. TSA actively 
participates in various international technology working groups, including those sponsored by the International 
Civil Aviation Organization and the European Civil Aviation Conference. TSA has also worked bilaterally with 
foreign government partners, such as Transport Canada, French security authorities, and the UK’s Department 
for Transport and the Center for Protection of National Infrastructure to test and evaluate security technologies, 
standards and processes. Additionally, TSA experts work with other countries’ experts, and TSA has hosted 
meetings with foreign delegations on a regular basis. To date, technology that meets TSA’s detection and 
suitability requirements for screening Unit Load Devices (ULDs) and large pallets is not available. DHS S&T 
maintains an ongoing R&D program for this capability, with proof of concept units planned for laboratory 
testing within the next two to three years. 


Question: Certain countries, such as Venezuela, do not allow TSA access to their airports for the purposes of 
conducting airport security assessments and air carrier compliance inspections. In these cases, what actions has 
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TSA taken to ensure the security posture of foreign airports timt serve as Last Point of Departure to the United 
States, including the flights originating from these airporte? 

ANSWER: The Transportation Security Administration (TSA) and the Department of Homeland Security, in 
concert with the Department of State, continue to work diligently to gain access to the Venezuelan airports from 
which flights operate directly to the United States. Significant progress has been made within the last year, 
including visits by TSA personnel. A Public Notice was issued in 2008 informing U.S. citizens that the level of 
security at those airports cannot be confirmed. The Public Notice remains in place and will be rescinded only 
upon the resumption of TSA’s assessment of the security practices at those airports. Until that time, TSA will 
continue to work with those carriers that operate flights fiom those Last Points of Departure to ensure 
compliance with regulatory requirements. 


Intelligence Officers 

Question: In November 2011, GAO reported that TSA plans to expand its Field Intelligence Officer (FIO) 
program. According to TSA, the FIOs serve as the principal advisor to Federal Security Directors and their 
staffs on all intelligence matters. Other responsibilities include developing and maintaining a working 
relationship with local, federal, state, and private entities responsible for transportation security, regardless of 
mode. As of August 201 1, approximately 40 FIOs were deployed, with a goal of 66 FIOs by the end of 2012. 
How do FIOs fit within DHS’s intelligence framework? How do they relate to other intelligence-community 
personnel? 

ANSWER: The Transportation Security Administration (TSA) Field Intelligence Officers (FIOs) fit within the 
Department of Homeland Security (DHS) intelligence framework by coordinating with stakeholders and 
partners on three levels: 1) Federal, 2) State, local, tribal and territorial, and 3) private industry. FIOs are 
integrated into the over-arching DHS intelligence framework designed to deploy intelligence capabilities to 
metropolitan areas and states. TSA FIOs are a component of the broader DHS vision to leverage intelligence 
assets from multiple DHS components with minimal duplication of missions. 


All TSA FIOs are fully-qualified Office of Personnel Management 0132 series Intelligence Operations 
Specialists with appropriate security clearances. A significant part of their professional responsibilities include 
maintaining active relationships with Intelligence Community organizations and personnel assigned to their 
metropolitan areas and states. All TSA FIOs interact with the Federal Bureau of Investigation’s (FBI) local 
Joint Terrorism Task Force, interact with the FBI’s Field Intelligence Groups, and maintain close working 
relationships with the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Intelligence Officers assigned to Fusion 
Centers. These relationships extend to locally-assigned National Counterterrorism Center intelligence analysts 
and counterparts from other local police departments and military intelligence units. Through their access to 
classified information technology networks containing vital intelligence and information, TSA FIOs regularly 
access intelligence-community products and maintain contact with intelligence counterparts on issues of local 
importance. 

Question: Given the multiple DHS players involved in industry outreach and information collection, how will 
DHS ensure that FIOs are being used efficiently and effectively? 

ANSWER: The Transportation Security Administration (TSA) Field Intelligence Officers (FIO) focus on 
threats to transportation including civil aviation, passenger, mass transit and freight rail, pipelines, highway, and 
ferries. As such, FIOs are deployed to TSA’s Ingest airport/transportation nodes to provide direct support and 
briefings, including daily threat warnings and intelligence data critical to daily operations to Airport Federal 
Security Directors, I ransportation Security Officers, Behavior Detection Officers, Transportation Security 
Specialist - Explosives, and Law Enforcement/Federal Air Marshals. In addition, FIOs maintain liaison 
responsibilities with the network of stakeholders, such as other Federal, state, local, tribal, territorial and private 
industry stakeholders to provide time-critical, actionable intelligence information. 
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Because of their primary focus on threats to transpoitation, FIOs routinely engage in information sharing with 
transportation industry stakeholders. FIOs receive intelligence Information from TSA and Department of 
Homeland Security (DHS) headquarters, as well as other field intelligence and security officials from the 
intelligence and infrastructure communities. They communicate this information with transportation industry 
security officials. FIOs brief requirements from these stakeholders and partners back to department and agency 
headquarters, and to other field-based counterparts. This partnership in information-sharing fits in the DHS 
Program of Analysis framework. 

Transportation Security Infrastructure Modernization 


Question: TSA screens or provides credentials to an estimated 12.5 million transportation workers per year to 
ensure that these workers — particularly those who transport hazardous materials or seek unescorted access to 
secure areas of federally regulated maritime or aviation facilities — don’t pose a security risk. This number is 
estimated to increase to between 52.5 million to 62.5 million individuals by 2016. TSA’s existing screening 
and credentialing systems are made up of independent, stand-alone business processes and systems, making it 
difficult to adapt them to meet expected gtxiwth in demand and new requirements. TSA initiated a transportation 
infrastructure modernization program (TIM) in 2008 to consolidate and standardize TSA’s current screening 
and credentialing systems to better serve transportation worker populations, increase efficiencies, and reduce 
duplication. While TSA has made progress in its efforts to establish a common vetting process across DHS, the 
TIM modernization has been slow. At this time, TSA is projecting it will be completed by the end of 2013. 
What is the status of the TIM acquisition? Has a contract been awarded? What are the key milestones and 
schedule of work must be done prior to the end of 2013? 

ANSWER: The TIM program is anticipating Congressional notification for contract award the week of March 
26th followed by contract award the first week of April. This initial task order will support the maritime 
population with the initial system capability to be completed in the first quarter of 2014, The TIM development 
contract award is anticipated the first week of April, 2012. To achieve Initial Operating Capability, the 
schedule of work and key milestones are: 

1) Contract award; 

2) Establishment of the Service Oriented Architecture and framework at the Department of Homeland 

Security (DHS) Data Center cloud environment; 

3) Successful operational test; 

4) Receipt of Authority to Operate; and 

5) Acquisition Decision Event 3 approval to move to production. 

Question: How many DHS programs will use this new consolidated vetting enterprise service? Who will lead 
it? How will TSA leverage it to reduce duplication and realize possible cost savings? 


ANSWER: The service-oriented architecture that TIM is developing will allow for sharing of infrastructure 
services as well as mission services across the DHS enterprise. Additionally, the modernized system will be 
designed to reside at the DHS data centers, which will make sharing of services more viable. Efforts are 
currently underway to clearly define enterprise vetting services across DHS components and to determine which 
services will be provided to DHS components. The DHS Screening Coordination Office is leading the efforts to 
clearly define enterprise vetting services across DHS components and to determine which services will be 
provided to DHS components. The service-oriented architecture of TIM will allow sharing of infrastructure 
services as well as mission services across the Department of Homeland Security enterprise. TIM could be a 
provider or a recipient of a service as all the DHS components move toward service-oriented architectures. 


Visible Intermodal Prevention and Response Program (VIPR) 
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Question: TSA has significantly expanded the resources it has dedicated to deploying VIPR teams at the 
nation's surface transportation systems since establishing the program in late 2005. GAO has reported on the 
challenges related to establishing performance measures for this program. What is the status of TSA’s efforts to 
develop outcome-based performance measures for VIPR? 

ANSWER: Although the Visible Intermodal Prevention and Response (VIPR) program does not currently 
have direct performance outcome measures, during 2010, die program initiated four measures that are reported 
quarterly to senior leadership in TSA and DHS. These output-focused measures are accurate indicators of the 
desired program outcomes. 

To achieve the outcomes captured in the VIPR mission, the program measures: 

1. The number of operations conducted in all modes of surface transportation, which is an indicator of the 
extent stakeholders demonstrate their belief in the benefits of VIPR activities at their facilities. 

2. The number of operations conducted in all modes of aviation transportation. 


3. The percentage of stakeholders with repeat operations each quarter, under the assumption that 
stakeholders continue their involvement with VIPR as a result of the perceived confidence and 
protection benefits that are achieved. 

4. The percentage of National Special Security Events (NSSE) and Special Event Assessment Rating level 
one and two (SEAR 1 and SEAR 2) events that VIPR assets support by deploying at transportation 
locations associated with these high profile and high risk events. VIPR assets augment the other assets 
providing protective support for the events. 

Further, the VIPR program is in the process of implementing a direct stakeholder survey that includes questions 
focused on the achievement of the VIPR mission. If the current schedule is achieved, this survey should be 
initiated in the third quarter of this fiscal year. The stakeholder survey, when implemented, will provide TSA 
with feedback regarding stakeholder’s perceptions of VIPR’s effectiveness. The feedback will assist TSA in 
developing a baseline for assessing the effectiveness of deployed capabilities. 

In addition to these external measures, the program regularly analyzes performance data that indicates the extent 
to which operations are being focused on higher risk locations in all modes of transportation across the nation. 
These analyses assist program leadership in determining the extent to which program personnel are aligned with 
the risk to the nation and are responding to that risk by deploying to the appropriate locations. 

Threat from MANPADS 


Question: It is estimated that under the Qaddafi regime, Libya acquired up to 30,000 man-portable air-defense 
systems or MANPADS. On February 2"^*, Assistant Secretary of State Andrew Shapiro said we have now 
secured and destroyed 5,000 of those, but that, "clearly we cannot rule out that some weapons may have leaked 
out of Libya." Are you concerned about an increased threat posed to passenger aircraft by MANPADS given the 
unknown whereabouts of thousands of these weapons? Have there been any advances in the ability of 
American passenger aircraft to detect and avoid such weapons? 


ANSWER; The Transportation Security Administration (TSA) has intensified its international effort to mitigate 
the threat of Man-portable air-defense systems (MANPADS) that are unaccounted from the Libyan arsenal. 

TSA has accomplished this by supporting the National Security Staff initiative to conduct MANPADS Assist 
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Visits in the North African region. TSA participates in tiie Interagency MANPADS Task Force and has been 
part of the Task Force outreach program with eight countries in the Libyan region. TSA’s role in the task force 
is to offer the MANPADS Assist Visit (MAV) program which provides MANPADS vulnerability assessment 
and mitigation training. So far, several countries have requested TSA to conduct MAVs. 

Domestically, TSA has a robust MANPADS mitigation program. All Category X and I airports are required to 
update their MANPADS mitigation plans on an annual basis. Remaining airports update their mitigation plans 
every other year. These mitigation plans require MANPADS vulnerability assessments and table top exercises 
with federal, state and local first responders. In addition, TSA has intensified its effort to provide MANPADS 
awareness training to federal, state and local law enforcement personnel and other first responders. 

In 2009, the Department of Homeland Security’s (DHS) Science and Technology Directorate (S&T) completed 
the counter MANPADS program. This program developed, demonstrated, and tested two systems capable of 
protecting commercial aircraft from possible missile attacks by adapting infrared countermeasure technologies 
to the commercial aircraft. DHS delivered a final report to Congress entitled “Counter-MANPADS Program 
Results: Fiscal Year 2008 Report to Congress” in March 2010 documenting the information necessary to make 
informed deployment decisions regarding MANPADS countermeasure equipment including assessments of 
operational suitability and estimated total lifecycle costs. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE Nita Lowey 

Administrator John Pistole 

Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
FY 2013 TSA Budget Request 
February 28, 2012 


Surface TrapsportatloD Security Worker Training 

Question: I am concerned about TSA’s progress on implementing the worker training mandates Congress 
passed in 2007 in the Implementing the Recommendations of the 9/1 1 Commission Act, which required that 
rail, transit and bus workers receive comprehensive and meaningful security training. But to date, TSA has 
failed to move forward on these mandates. 

What is a realistic timeline of when these training rules will be issued and what is the plan for ensuring that all 
workers covered by the 2007 law receive the security training mandated by Congress? 

ANSWER: The draft Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) is currently undergoing U.S. Department of 
Homeland Security internal review. We anticipate that the NPRM will address issues associated with security 
training programs for security-sensitive employees of freight railroad carriers, public transportation agencies 
(including rail mass transit and bus systems), passenger railroad carriers, and over-the-road bus 
owner/operators. TSA anticipates that this NPRM will be published in Fiscal Year 2012. 

Surface Transportation Security Funding Reductions 

Question: TSA provides a critical role in protecting our nation’s transportation infrastructure and reducing 
security vulnerabilities such as terror attacks to mass transit, AMTRAK, commuter and freight railroads, and 
other forms of transportation. However, the President’s FY13 request would cut this funding by $10 million, 
including a reduction in staffing and operations, canine teams, and rail security inspectors. 

What factors led to this recommended reduction for Surface Transportation Security? 

What protections will TSA have to scale back to adjust to a proposed reduction in Surface Transportation 
Security? 

ANSWER: The Transportation Security Administration evaluated the programs funded within the Surface 
Transportation Security Appropriation and determined that the budget request put forth provides sufficient 
support for the programs. The adjustment would not impact the mission of the appropriation and the programs 
are expected to achieve or exceed the performance targets. 
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Wednesday, February 29, 2012. 

U.S. CUSTOMS AND BORDER PROTECTION 
WITNESSES 

MICHAEL FISHER, CHIEF, U.S. BORDER PATROL 

KEVIN McALEENAN, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER (ACTING) OFFICE OF 
FIELD OPERATIONS 

MARK BORKOWSKI, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER, OFFICE OF TECH- 
NOLOGY, INNOVATION AND ACQUISITION 
MICHAEL KOSTELNIK, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER, OFFICE OF AIR 
AND MARINE 

Chairman Aderholt: Opening Remarks 

Mr. Aderholt. Good morning. The hearing is called to order. 

Let me first start the hearing this morning with some very sad 
news. Yesterday evening, a Coast Guard helicopter carrying four 
crew members unfortunately and tragically crashed off the coast of 
Mobile, Alabama. And while the investigation is still ongoing, the 
initial report is that, at least one of the crew members has died. 

This tragedy is a grim reminder of the risks our front line opera- 
tors take each and every day, risks that put many brave, dedicated, 
security professionals in harm’s way. 

So our sincere thoughts and prayers go out to the families, the 
Coast Guard crew members and the entire Coast Guard family and 
the entire Department of Homeland Security family during this 
time. We certainly want to remember them in our thoughts and 
prayers. 

This morning, we welcome witnesses from U.S. Customs and 
Border Protection, or CBP, as we consider the fiscal year 2013 
budget request to secure our borders and facilitate lawful trade and 
travel. 

They are Chief Michael Fisher, Office of Border Patrol; Assistant 
Commissioner Kevin McAleenan, Office of Field Operations; Assist- 
ant Commissioner Michael Kostelnik or that’s close. I know by the 
end of the hearing, I will have it down. Kostelnik who is with the 
Office of Air and Marine, and last but not least Assistant Commis- 
sioner Mark Borkowski, Office of Technology, Innovation and Ac- 
quisition. 

Thank you all for being here. We appreciate your attendance, we 
appreciate your service. Thank you for what you do, for the people 
that work under you on a day-to-day basis. 

It is in the interest of these officers and agents that I focus today 
on the shortfalls of the fiscal year 2013 budget request. For the 
first time, the budget request proposes a reduction to GBP’s top 
line. 

While the Administration claims to fully support the 21,370 Bor- 
der Patrol agents and the 21,186 CBP officers, the request contains 
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a number of cuts to mission support activities that can dilute that 
investment. 

Since the creation of the Department of Homeland Security, Con- 
gress has increased staffing levels to deliver CBP’s mission. These 
frontline personnel came with the mission support funds that CBP 
said it needed to provide vehicles, weapons, training, communica- 
tions equipment, and technical support for those assets to keep the 
agents in the field. 

Now we see a request that contradicts those earlier requests by 
assuming numerous efficiencies and deferments. 

While the Subcommittee has directed CBP to look for efficiencies 
in its operation, we expected that the efficiencies would be real and 
based on actual analysis, not dictated by prorated cuts across the 
board. 

Even more troubling than our question about the impact of cuts 
to basic mission support activities are our concerns over the blatant 
reduction in CBP’s air surveillance capabilities. 

The request proposes to cut 37 frontline positions from Air and 
Marine operations and a 52 percent cut from Air and Marine pro- 
curement. At a time when Border Patrol is looking to maximize its 
available resources and persistent surveillance it is one of the big- 
gest remaining gaps. And certainly this is unacceptable. 

Further, our Nation’s continuing counter-drug efforts in the 
source and transit zone have been decimated in this request. We 
are seeing cuts in the Department of Defense, Coast Guard, and 
CBP assets. 

Bottom line, this budget puts the investments we have made in 
border security over the years at risk. 

I stated last year that this Subcommittee expects truth in budg- 
eting. And, unfortunately, this request does not provide a straight- 
forward picture of its impacts. 

As a result, gentlemen, we look forward to hearing from you this 
morning regarding what you need to perform your mission. No 
doubt we expect you to be responsible and thrifty in management 
of the resources you have. But as we put your officers and agents 
in harm’s way, we must ensure that we are providing them with 
the tools and with the capabilities they need in order to perform 
their mission. 

At this time, I would like to recognize the Subcommittee’s distin- 
guished Ranking Member, Mr. Price, for his opening remarks. 

[The information follows:] 
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The Honorable Robert Aderholt 
Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security 

Opening Statement: 

U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
FY 2013 Budget 

Witnesses: 

Chief Fisher (Border Patrol) 

Acting Assistant Commissioner McAleenan (Field Operations) 
Assistant Commissioner Kostelnik (Air and Marine) 

Assistant Commissioner Borkowski (Technology, Innovation, and Acquisition) 

10:00 AM 1 Wednesday | February 29, 2012 | B-318 RHOB 


Hearing is called to order [ gentle sfrike oi ^ave! ] — 


Let me first start today’s hearing with some very sad news 


Yesterday evening, a Coast Guard helicopter carrying four 
crewmembers unfortunately and tragically crashed off the coast of Mobile, 
Alabama. While the investigation is still ongoing, initial reporting states at 
least one of the crewmembers has died. 


This tragedy is a sobering reminder of the risks our frontline 
operators take each and every day — risks that put many brave, dedicated 
security professionals in harm's way. 
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Our most sincere thoughts and prayers are with the families of the 
crewmembers, the Coast Guard, and the entire DHS family during this 
difficult time. 

Introduction 

This morning we welcome witnesses from U.S. Customs and Border 
Protection (or, CBP), as we consider the President’s FY13 Budget Request 
to secure our borders and facilitate lawful travel and trade. They are: 

• Chief Michael Fisher, Office of Border Patrol; 

• Assistant Commissioner Kevin McAleenan [MAC-ah-lean-in], 

Office of Field Operations; 

• Assistant Commissioner Michael Kostelnik [kah-STELL-nick], 

Office of Air and Marine; and 

• Assistant Commissioner Mark Borkowski [bore-COW-ski], Office of 
Technology, Innovation, and Acquisition. 

Gentlemen, we thank you for being here and look forward to hearing 
your testimony. We also thank you for your service - and for representing 
the interests of your officers and agents who risk their lives every day. 
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FY13 Budget Request 

It is in the interest of those officers and agents that 1 focus today on 
the shortfalls in the FY13 budget request. For the first time, the budget 
request proposes a reduction to CBP’s top line . While the Administration 
claims to fully support the 21,370 Border Patrol agents and 21,186 CBP 
officers, the request contains a number of cuts to mission support activities 
that could dilute that investment. 

Since the creation of DHS, Congress has increased staffing levels to 
deliver CBP’s mission. Those frontline personnel came with the mission 
support funds that CBP said it needed - to provide vehicles, weapons, 
training, communications equipment, and technical support for those assets 
and to keep agents in the field. 

i=>Now we see a request that contradicts those earlier requests by 

assuming numerous “efficiencies” and deferments. 

While this Subcommittee has directed CBP to look for efficiencies in 
its operations, we expected that the efficiencies would be real and based 
on actual analysis - not dictated by prorated cuts across the board. 

Even more troubling than our questions about the impact of cuts to 
basic mission support activities are our concerns over the blatant reduction 
in CBP’s air surveillance capabilities. 
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=>The request proposes to cut 37 frontline positions from Air and 
Marine operations and -52% from air and marine procurement. 

==> At a time when the Border Patrol is looking to maximize its available 
resources and persistent surveillance is one of the biggest remaining 
gaps, this is unacceptable. 

=> Further, our nation’s counterdrug efforts in the source and transit 
zone have been decimated in this request - with cuts in the 
Department of Defense, Coast Guard, and CBP assets. 

Bottom line - this budget puts the investments we have made in 
border security over the years at risk. 

I stated last year that we expect truth in budgeting - and, 
unfortunately, this request does not provide a straightforward picture of its 
impacts. As a result. Gentlemen, we look forward to hearing from you 
today regarding what you need to perform your mission. No doubt, we 
expect you to be responsible and thrifty in managing the resources you 
have - but as we put your officers and agents in harm’s way, we must 
ensure that we are providing them the tools and capabilities they need to 
perform the mission. 
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I would like to now recognize the Subcommittee’s distinguished 
Ranking Member, Mr. Price, for his opening remarks. 

M# 

Chief Fisher, I recognize you to make the opening statement for the 
panel. Please proceed. 
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Opening Remarks: Ranking Member Price 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

And I want to join with you in expressing our concern about the 
Coast Guard incident and our good wishes, prayers, sympathies to 
the family of the downed Coast Guardsman. We will be following 
this incident with great care and concern. 

I want to also join you in welcoming our witnesses today, the 
representatives of the important functions within Customs and 
Border Protection. The agency is tasked with wide-ranging respon- 
sibilities. 

Your agency is critical in expediting legitimate travel and com- 
merce in the United States while at the same time policing our bor- 
ders both at and between ports of entry to prevent drugs, weapons, 
counterfeit goods, and illegal or dangerous individuals from enter- 
ing. 

All of these efforts involve targeting, screening, and inspecting 
persons of concern and cargo either overseas and once they reach 
our border here in the United States. 

Each of you has a unique responsibility made all the more impor- 
tant by the lack of a permanent Commissioner at CBP at the mo- 
ment. Therefore, each of you has an increased burden to provide 
effective oversight and leadership within your branch as well as co- 
ordination throughout the department. So I am pleased to welcome 
the panel here today, our panel of distinguished CBP witnesses, to 
discuss their missions, priorities in more depth as they testify on 
your budget request. 

For fiscal year 2013, CBP is requesting $10.4 billion. While it ap- 
pears that CBP is getting a $190 million increase or two percent 
above 2012, this is somewhat misleading. In an apples to apples 
comparison, after you remove the proposed US-VISIT transfer of 
$261.5 million, CBP actually comes out slightly below last year’s 
level. 

Like the rest of the Federal Government, you are being asked to 
do more with less and your budget reflects your heavy reliance on 
human capital for all your activities. To maintain your current 
staffing of 21,370 Border Patrol agents and 21,186 CBP officers, 
your request leaves few dollars remaining to invest in new assets 
and tools for your personnel. 

I support the decision to sustain front-line operations, but I do 
have serious concerns about cuts proposed elsewhere to achieve 
this goal. For example, this budget requests a 52 percent decrease 
in funding for Air and Marine procurements at a time when aging 
assets are already operating with reduced flight hours. The request 
will result in further reducing flight hours by approximately 40,000 
fewer flight hours than just three years ago, a troubling decrease 
that this Committee must weigh the implications of. 

Couple this with the proposed $7.1 million reduction in Air and 
Marine staff, I have serious reservations about the ability of the 
Office of Air and Marine to effectively carry out its mission. We 
want to explore that with you. 

The author of this budget proposes an 18 percent reduction to 
border security fencing, infrastructure, and technology. That seems 
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reasonable to me recognizing that the border fence project has been 
completed and the follow-on has been delayed. 

I have more questions about the proposed cuts to mission support 
and information technology support which may impact front-line 
operations. This Committee allocated significant resources under 
my tenure as Chairman to provide adequate support staff to CBP, 
ensuring front-line personnel were not spending their time per- 
forming administrative functions behind desks. This budget, I am 
afraid, would erase many of those gains. 

On the technology front, no one can deny that a bunch of the 
equipment used by CBP at our ports of entry has reached or will 
soon reach its projected life span. That is precisely why the Recov- 
ery Act provided $100 million for non-intrusive inspection systems. 
However, the budget proposes a $31 million reduction for this tech- 
nology forcing the department to rely only on current field equip- 
ment. By deferring the investment in equipment and technology 
today, I am afraid the department might only increase the cost of 
these upgrades tomorrow. 

So, gentlemen, during this period of fiscal restraint, you have 
been asked to tighten your belt. In doing so, we do have to ask 
whether this budget is properly calibrated, whether it is balanced 
in a way that maintains critical operations without removing the 
resources or reducing the resources that we need to operate in 
other areas. Many tradeoffs we are going to need to explore. So we 
have lots of questions. Let’s get right down to the testimony. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you, Mr. Price. 

Chief Fisher, I would recognize you at this time for your opening 
statements for the panel. So if you would proceed. 

[The information follows:] 
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Price Opening Statement at Hearing on Customs & Border Protection FY13 Budget 


February 29th 2012 


Subcommittee Ranking Member Rep. David Price 


"Customs and Border Protection (CBP) is tasked with wide ranging responsibilities. Your 
agency is critical to expediting legitimate travel and commerce in the United States, while at the 
same time policing our borders both at and between the ports of entry to prevent drugs, 
weapons, counterfeit goods, and illegal or dangerous individuals from coming in. All of these 
efforts involve targeting, screening, and inspecting persons of concern and cargo either 
overseas or once they reach our borders here in the United States. 


"Each of you has a unique responsibility, made all the more important by the lack of a 
permanent Commissioner at CBP at the moment. Therefore each of you has an increased 
burden to provide effective oversight and leadership within your branch, as well as coordination 
throughout the Department. So I am pleased to welcome our panel of distinguished CBP 
witnesses to discuss their missions and priorities more in depth as they testify on their budget 
request. 


"For fiscal year 2013, CBP is requesting $10.4 billion. While it appears that CBP is getting a 
$190 million increase (or 2 percent) above 2012, this is misleading. In an apples-to-apples 
comparison, after you remove the proposed US Visit transfer of $261 ,5 million, CBP is slightly 
below last year's level. Like the rest of the federal government, you are being asked to do more 
with less, and your budget reflects your heavy reliance on human capital for all of your activities. 
To maintain your current staffing of 21 ,370 Border Patrol agents and 21 ,1 86 CBP officers, your 
request leaves few dollars remaining to invest in new assets and tools for your personnel 
however. 


"While I support the decision to sustain frontline operations, I have serious concerns about cuts 
proposed elsewhere to achieve this goal. For example, this budget requests a 52 percent 
decrease in funding for Air and Marine procurements at a time when aging assets are already 
operating at reduced flight hours. The request will result in further reducing flight hours by 
approximately 40,000 fewer flight hours than just three years ago - a troubling decrease that his 
Committee must weigh the implications of. Couple this with the proposed $7.1 million reduction 
in Air and Marine staff, and I have serious reservations about the ability of the Office of Air and 
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Price Opening Statement at Hearing on Customs & Border Protection FY13 Budget 


Marine to effectively carry out its mission. 


"Elsewhere, the budget proposes an 18 percent reduction to Border Security Fencing, 
Infrastructure, and Technology, which seems reasonable recognizing that the border fence has 
been completed and the follow-on to SBI has been delayed. Also, significant cuts to mission 
support and information technology support may impact front line operations. This Committee 
allocated significant resources under my tenure as Chairman to provide adequate support staff 
to CBP, ensuring frontline personnel were not spending their time performing administrative 
functions behind a desk. This budget erases many of those gains. 


"On the technology front, no one can deny that much of the equipment used by CBP at our 
Ports of Entry has reached, or will soon reach, its projected lifespan. That is precisely why the 
Recovery Act provided $100 million for Non-Intrusive Inspection Systems. However, the budget 
proposes a $31 million reduction for this technology, forcing the Department to rely on only 
currently fielded equipment. By deferring investment in equipment and technology today, the 
Department is only increasing the cost of these upgrades tomorrow. 


"Gentleman, during this time of fiscal restraint, you have been asked to tighten your belt. In 
doing so, I question whether this budget is properly balanced in a way that maintains critical 
operations without robbing Peter to pay Paul. While I could belabor this point in more detail, Mr. 
Chairman, I have a lot of questions and suggest we get right to the testimony and questions." 


### 
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Opening Statement: Chief Fisher 

Mr. Fisher. Thank you, Chairman Aderholt, Ranking Member 
Price, and Members of the subcommittee. 

Good morning. It is an honor and a privilege for us to be here 
today to discuss the hard work of the men and women of the U.S. 
Customs and Border Protection (CBP). 

And if I may, Mr. Chairman, before I begin, on behalf of the 
Commissioner of CBP, we would also like to extend our condolences 
to the United States Coast Guard and their families given the trag- 
edy that you had mentioned earlier at the beginning of the hearing. 

Since the department was created, this committee has been ex- 
tremely supportive of CBP and our challenging mission. And we 
thank you for your continued support. 

The significant commitment and investment you have made in 
CBP help protect our country from a host of evolving threats to the 
United States including the threat from transnational criminal or- 
ganizations. 

Today I would like to highlight on behalf of the panel our fiscal 
year 2013 budget request and outline the ways in which your in- 
vestments of both time and resources are utilized. And I would also 
like to discuss the ways in which we hope to perform our mission 
more effectively and efficiently in the future. 

CBP is the largest uniformed federal law enforcement agency in 
the country and our priority mission is to protect the American 
public while facilitating lawful trade and travel. This mission in- 
cludes ensuring that all persons and cargo enter the United States 
legally and safely through official ports of entry, preventing the il- 
legal entry into the United States of persons and contraband at 
and between the ports of entry, ensuring the safe and efficient flow 
of commerce into the country, and enforcing trade and terror flaws 
and regulations to protect domestic industries. 

In support of this mission and on a daily basis, our front-line offi- 
cers and agents guard more than 3,900 miles of border with Can- 
ada, more than 1,900 miles of border with Mexico, and approxi- 
mately 2,600 miles of shoreline. 

Last fiscal year, CBP processed 352 million travelers at ports of 
entry and screened 17 million truck, rail, and sea containers. CBP 
officers at our ports of entry arrested nearly 8,200 people wanted 
for crimes including murder, rape, assault, and robbery. 

In between the ports, CBP apprehended approximately 341,000 
subjects trying to cross our borders illegally, and we denied entry 
to more than 215,000 people attempting to enter the United States 
who were found inadmissible for immigration, customs, health, 
criminal, or national security reasons. 

Our job is no small task, and the threats are ever present and 
consistently evolving. 

In the past year, CBP has continued to effectively use the re- 
sources provided by Congress to increase the security of our bor- 
ders and approve lawful trade and travel. 

We have brought unprecedented focus and intensity to southwest 
border security operations to prevent violence and prohibit the ille- 
gal flow of goods and people. 
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Examples of GBP’s efforts include the following: We have in- 
creased the size of the border patrol to more than 21,000 agents, 
screened all southbound rail and vehicle traffic to look for illegal 
weapons and cash to disrupt criminal enterprises in Mexico, and 
created the Joint Field Command in Arizona where CBP brings to- 
gether its three operational components under a joint command 
structure to more effectively meet the challenges faced in the State 
of Arizona. 

Our goal of border security recognizes that the border is much 
more complex than simply a line on a map. It is an entire area ex- 
tending into both our country and our neighbor countries. 

Security starts along the border by leveraging every law enforce- 
ment asset and optimizing them in an integrated way and con- 
tinues throughout the border environment as CBP continues and 
coordinates with our federal, state, local, and tribal partners. 

Finally, our border policy must foster legitimate trade, travel, 
and immigration, accommodating the movement of commerce from 
which the United States and our allies derive trade and tourist rev- 
enues and which derives hundreds of thousands of jobs. 

The President’s fiscal year 2013 budget supports CBP’s efforts to 
perform our mission more effectively through targeted investments. 
These initiatives enable CBP to gain efficiencies and administra- 
tive savings to maintain front-line operations. 

This budget supports several priority areas. For instance, it 
maintains the largest deployment of law enforcement officers with 
21,370 Border Patrol agents and 21,186 CBP officers working at 
the ports of entry. 

It includes a request for an additional $38 million for targeting 
systems and staff to increase our targeting capabilities and im- 
prove our technology-based operations to better support our officers 
and agents in the field including a successful immigration advisory 
program and the container security initiative. 

It requests another $31 million for critical maintenance and im- 
provements to our automated targeting systems at the National 
Targeting Center. These information technology systems are the 
backbone that supports our ability to incorporate intelligence and 
improve technologies to target suspected inbound and outbound 
shipments for examinations and passengers for inspections in real 
time. 

It also supports additional technology deployments to the south- 
west border including integrated fixed towers to specific locations 
in Arizona, and it supports our commitment to the recapitalization 
of our aging fleet of aircraft with a request of $28 million to extend 
the life of our P-3 surveillance aircraft, $20 million for a new 
multi-role enforcement aircraft, and $17.5 million to continue the 
modernization of our Black Hawk helicopters. 

We have also maintained a commitment to lawful trade through 
partnerships with the trade community. CBP has had a positive 
impact on commercial trade that will be enhanced with the fiscal 
year 2013 budget request. 

Last year, CBP formally established two industry centers focused 
on trade processing in the electronics and pharmaceuticals indus- 
try. By having these Centers for Excellence and Expertise focused 
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on industry-specific issues, CBP is now able to provide tailored sup- 
port to unique trading environments in a more efficient manner. 

And in conclusion, Mr. Chairman, we appreciate this opportunity 
to be here this morning and we are honored to share with you the 
excellent work the men and women of CBP do each and every day 
to safeguard both our Nation’s borders and our citizens. 

And we look forward to answering your questions, sir. 

Thank you. 

[The information follows:] 
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Chairman Aderhoit, Representative Price, members of the Subcommittee, it is an honor 
for us to appear before you today to discuss the work that U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
(CBP) does in securing America’s borders. CBP, with over 60,000 employees, is the largest 
uniformed, federal law enforcement agency in the country. As America's frontline border 
security agency and the guardians of our borders, CBP is responsible for protecting the United 
States and the American people from the entry of dangerous goods and people. CBP’s priority 
mission is to protect the American public while facilitating lawful travel and trade. This includes 
ensuring that all persons and cargo enter the U.S. legally and safely through official ports of 
entry (POEs), preventing the illegal entry into the U.S. of persons and contraband at and between 
POEs, ensuring the safe and efficient flow of commerce into the United States, and enforcing 
trade and tariff laws and regulations. 

CBP carries out these important missions through the diligence of our personnel, as well 
as the use of intelligence, targeting, technology, infrastructure, and a broad range of other assets 
and capabilities. We have deployed a multi-layered, risk-based approach to enhance the security 
of our borders while facilitating lawful travel and trade. This layered approach to security 
reduces our reliance on any single point or program that could be compromised. It also extends 
our zone of security outward, ensuring that our physical border is not the first or last line of 
defense, but one of many. 

Before beginning, we would like to acknowledge the support of the Subcommittee and 
express our sincere gratitude for the consistent commitment that this Subcommittee has shown to 
the mission and the people of CBP since our inception in 2003. We appreciate your efforts, and 
we appreciate the assistance you have continuously offered. Today we will outline the ways in 
which CBP has used the resources provided by Congress to improve lawful trade and travel and 
the security of our borders. We will also illustrate how the President’s Fiscal Year (FY) 2013 
Budget supports CBP’s efforts to perform our mission more effectively through targeted 
investments to increase efficiencies while identifying many efficiencies and administrative 
savings that will enable CBP to maintain frontline operations. 
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Commitment to Border Security 

CBP guards approximately 4,000 miles of border with Canada, 2,000 miles of border 
with Mexico, and 2,600 miles of shoreline; processes approximately 340 million travelers a year 
at POEs; and processes more than 29 million trade entries annually. CBP’s Border Patrol and Air 
and Marine agents patrol our Nation's land and maritime borders, and associated airspace, to 
prevent illegal entry of people and goods into the United States. 

CBP has many charges, responsibilities, and challenges - Our foundational priorities for 
the next year include: 

• Completing the job we started in Arizona three years ago - in concert with U.S. 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) - and sustain success in that region while 
remaining vigilant in other areas across the southwest border. 

• Working with the Transportation Security Administration (TSA) and international 
partners to implement the Department’s aviation security efforts for both passengers and 
cargo. 

• Re-engineering CBP’s trade functions to reduce border-related transaction costs and 
create jobs in the U.S. economy. 

• Implementing the Twenty-First Century Border Declaration with Mexico and the Beyond 
the Border Declaration with Canada to enhance North American security and boost 
economic competitiveness. 

Improving and Sustaining Southwest Border Security 

We are three years into the Southwest Border Initiative, launched in March 2009, to bring 
unprecedented focus and intensity to southwest border security, coupled with a smart and 
effective approach to enforcing immigration laws in the interior of our country. We have more 
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than doubled the size of the Border Patrol since the inception of CBP in March 2003 to more 
than 2 1 ,000 agents today; tripled deployments of Border Liaison Officers to work with their 
Mexican counterparts; and initiated screening of southbound rail and vehicle traffic to look for 
illegal weapons and cash that, when smuggled across the border, help to fuel the cartel violence 
in Mexico. Over the last year we have brought greater unity to our enforcement efforts, expanded 
collaboration with other agencies, and improved response times. Last February, we announced 
the Arizona Joint Field Command (JFC) — an organizational realignment that brings together 
Border Patrol, Air and Marine, and Field Operations under a unified command structure to 
integrate CBP’s border security, commercial enforcement, and trade facilitation missions to more 
effectively meet the unique challenges faced in the Arizona area of operations. 

From FY 2009-2011, DFIS has seized 74 percent more currency, 41 percent more drugs, 
and 159 percent more weapons along the Southwest border as compared to FY 2006-2008 — 
these results demonstrate the effectiveness of our layered approach to security. CBP has also 
deployed additional technology assets — including mobile surveillance units, thermal imaging 
systems, and large-and small-scale non-intrusive inspection equipment — ^along the southwest 
border, and currently has 128 aircraft and six Unmanned Aircraft Systems (UAS) that provide 
critical aerial surveillance assistance to personnel on the ground. Over the next two years we will 
continue the deployment of technology to Arizona to enhance our security efforts and maintain 
our commitment to ensuring a safe and secure border. The FY 20 1 3 Budget supports the 
continued deployment of proven, effective surveillance technology along the highest trafficked 
areas of the southwest border and will allow CBP to deploy a mix of Integrated Fixed Towers in 
Arizona and further strengthen border security. 

With the aid of the FY 2010 Border Security Supplemental we added technology, 
manpower, and infrastructure to the southwest border. This included the addition of 1,000 new 
Border Patrol agents; 250 new CBP officers; improvements to tactical communications systems; 
and two forward operating bases to enhance border security activities. The Supplemental also 
provided CBP two new UAS and last year we opened a new launch and recovery site in Corpus 
Christi, Texas that allows the UAS program to fly along the southwest border from the eastern 
tip of California to the Gulf of Mexico in Texas. The President’s FY 2013 Budget continues 
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these efforts: the request annualizes the positions provided in the FY 2010 Supplemental and 
continues to support the largest deployment of law enforcement officers to the frontline in our 
agency’s history: 2 1 ,370 Border Patrol agents and 21,1 86 CBP officers at our ports of entry who 
work 24/7 with state, local, and federal law enforcement in targeting illicit networks trafficking 
in people, drugs, illegal weapons, and money. Additionally, over the next year, CBP will begin 
to realize the benefits of the FY 20 1 2 Consolidated Appropriations Act with the addition of new 
CBP officers, as provided by the law, to support POE and National Targeting Center (NTC) 
operations. These additional officers will enhance CBP's ability to process legitimate travelers 
and cargo at the new and expanded POEs, leading to increased seizures and lower wait times. 

While there is still work to be done, every key measure shows we are making significant 
progress along the southwest border. Border Patrol apprehensions — a key indicator of illegal 
immigration — have decreased 53 percent since FY 2008, and are less than one fifth of what they 
were at their peak in 2000. We have matched these decreases in apprehensions with increases in 
seizures of cash, drugs, and weapons. In FY 2011, CBP seized more than $1 26 million in illegal 
currency and nearly five million pounds of narcotics nationwide. According to 2010 FBI crime 
reports, violent crimes in southwest border states have dropped by an average of 40 percent in the 
last two decades, and some of the safest communities in America are at the border. 

As we make progress in places like Arizona, we must remain vigilant in other areas 
across the southwest border. We are focused on combating the transnational criminal 
organizations (TCOs) operating within the region through a coordinated and integrated 
operational strategy. We have established a focused, unified enforcement effort and are 
integrating intelligence and leveraging communities of interest. We are pursuing enhanced 
coordination with the Government of Mexico (GOM) and are conducting targeted operations. 

The complexity and shared interests of our borders, particularly the southwest border, 
have spurred many longstanding partnerships, which strengthen manpower, technology, and 
intelligence. Our FY 2013 budget request supports a mixture of integrated technology 
applications as we leverage all available resources at our disposal and across the Federal 
government to intensify our layered enforcement strategy. CBP often collaborates with the 
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Department of Defense (DoD) to tailor existing technology to integrate into our law enforcement 
mission. CBP also benefits from joint opportunities to evaluate potential future technologies. For 
example, CBP works with the U.S. Army Night Vision and Electronic Sensors Directorate and 
Rapid Reaction Technology Office (DoD) to leverage their specialized expertise. CBP will 
continue to pursue opportunities to cooperatively test, evaluate, and operate DoD technology for 
CBP’s unique mission area, potentially creating efficiencies and improving our southwest border 
technology enhancements. 

Collaboration also extends beyond our physical borders into the drug transit zones of the 
Eastern Pacific and Caribbean. Combined air and surface operations along the maritime drug 
lanes from South America to southern Mexico and the coastal approaches to the U.S. by CBP, 
U.S. Coast Guard and U.S. Navy had been instrumental in preventing bulk drugs from reaching 
Mexico and the southwest border. Carried on a variety of vessels, including self-propelled semi- 
submersible (SPSS) and fully submersible vessels, fishing boats, and ‘go-fasf boats, the drugs 
passing through the transit zones pose a continuing threat to both the U.S. and Mexico. 

CBP will continue its work strengthening the security of our borders, which includes 
apprehending people attempting to enter the United States illegally and reducing cross-border 
crime. In FY 201 1, CBP officers arrested nearly 8,200 people wanted for crimes, including 
murder, rape, assault and robbery, at ports of entry. CBP officers also denied entry to more than 
215,000 people attempting to enter the U.S. through an air, land or sea port of entry who were 
found inadmissible for immigration, customs, health, criminal or national security reasons. On 
the southwest border, our partnership with Mexico has been critical to our success, and we look 
forward to expanding this collaboration. Our outbound enforcement program under the 
Southwest Border Initiative has proven effective and we continue 100 percent screening of 
southbound rail shipments for illegal weapons and cash. As we refine our strategies we are 
continually improving coordination with other U.S. law enforcement agencies and the GOM to 
maximize results. These activities serve to enforce U.S. export laws while depriving criminal 
organizations in Mexico of the illicit currency and firearms that fuel their illegal activities. 
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To further our cooperation with Mexico, Secretary Napolitano recently announced that 
she intends to sign a Declaration of Principles with the Ministry of Finance and Public Credit of 
Mexico concerning bilateral strategic security initiatives. This agreement strengthens law 
enforcement collaboration through mutual efforts to thwart contraband trafficking, trade fraud, 
and intellectual property rights infringement. Under the terms of the agreement, CBP will 
continue to assist Mexico with their pre-inspection of goods and aid in the development of a 
Mexican supply chain security program. Additionally, the agreement reaffirms the U.S.-Mexico 
partnership and commitment to facilitate efficient and secure bilateral trade - which is ultimately 
dependant on a secure border environment. This important, bi-national commitment 
demonstrates a unified focus to improve global supply chain security - which is highlighted later 
in this testimony. CBP recognizes that the border is much more complex than a simple line on a 
map: it is an entire area, extending into both our country and our neighboring countries. Security 
along the border must be dynamic, yet coordinated to foster long-term security cooperation and 
build lasting partnerships. 

We have been extremely successful in reaching many of our goals for the southwest 
border region, and the Congressional attention and funding related to this region has helped CBP 
achieve measurable successes. 

Securing the Northern and Coastal Borders, and Maintaining Regional Relationships 

The national airspace, coastal borders, and northern border region are critical to national 
security and are integral to CBP’s current goals, successes, and future vision. CBP works closely 
with our federal, state, local, tribal, and international partners to secure these regions, 
participating in collaborative efforts such as the Joint Interagency Task Force (JIATF) South, 
which coordinates information sharing from investigative agencies within DHS and the 
Department of Justice (DOJ) and directs law enforcement action to intercept potential smuggling 
attempts in the maritime approaches to the United States. 

Over the past two years, we have made critical security improvements along the northern 
border - investing in additional law enforcement, technology, and infrastructure. Currently on 
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our northern border, we have over 2,200 Border Patrol agents - a significant increase since 9/1 1 
- and over 3,700 CBP officers managing the flow of people and goods through ports of entry and 
crossings. The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) provided funds that helped 
modernize more than 35 aging land ports of entry along the northern border to meet our security 
and operational needs. We have also deployed new technology along the northern border, 
including thermal camera systems. Mobile Surveillance Systems, and Remote Video 
Surveillance System, In 201 !, with the cooperation of the Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA), CBP expanded its operational airspace along the northern border, enabling CBP UAS 
operations from the Lake-of-the-Woods region in Minnesota to the vicinity of Spokane, 
Washington, a distance of approximately 950 miles. 

We have also expanded our strong partnerships with federal, state, local, and tribal 
agencies, as well as the Canadian government, in protecting our communities, borders and 
critical infrastructure from terrorism and transnational crime. Last year, in conjunction with the 
Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP) and the Canada Border Services Agency (CBSA), the 
Department released a joint border threat assessment. The assessment provides U.S. and 
Canadian policymakers, resource planners, and law enforcement officials with a strategic 
overview of significant threats — including drug trafficking, illegal immigration, illicit movement 
of prohibited or controlled goods, agricultural hazards, and the spread of infectious disease — 
along our shared border. This assessment has been augmented with the priority initiatives of the 
Beyond the Border declaration to enhance cross-border security and increase the legitimate flow 
of people, goods, and services between the U.S, and Canada. The priorities include: 
implementing pre-inspection pilot programs; instituting common risk assessments; harmonizing 
trusted shipper programs; creating a single entry point for the import process; and enhancing 
information sharing between our two governments. Ensuring the security of our northern border 
requires a different approach than that of our southwest border, but in both environments there 
are opportunities to streamline our operations and utilize our resources in the most effective and 
efficient manner possible. 
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Securing the Flows of People and Cargo in the Air and Sea Environments 

Focusing on the entire supply chain (goods) and transit sequence (people) allows CBP to 
intercept potential threats before they reach our borders. CBP works at foreign and domestic 
locations to prevent cross-border smuggling of contraband such as controlled substances, 
weapons of mass destruction, and illegal or diseased plants and animals. CBP personnel also 
work to prevent and intercept the illegal export of U.S. currency or other monetary instruments, 
stolen goods, and strategically sensitive technologies. As part of the Container Security Initiative 
(CSI), CBP officers deployed overseas at over 50 major international seaports prescreen shipping 
containers to detect and interdict illicit material before arrival on U.S. shores. CBP has expanded 
its intelligence and targeting efforts to separate shipments and individuals according to the risks 
they pose to U.S. security. 

The FY 2013 budget request includes an additional $38.7 million for targeting systems 
and staff to increase our targeting capabilities and improve our technology based operations to 
better support our officers and agents in the field. This includes support for our successful 
Immigration Advisory Program (lAP) and National Targeting Center-Passenger operations that 
will increase targeting capabilities by uptdating rules in real-time and providing CBP with 24/7 
targeting capability to better support officers in the field. Improvements in targeting lead to 
greater efficiencies in the field and allow CBP to focus on higher risk passengers and cargo. 
Additionally, the budget requests $3 1 million to address resource requirements for critical 
maintenance and improvements to our Automated Targeting System (ATS) - the technology 
infrastructure that supports our ability to incorporate intelligence and improved technologies to 
target suspect inbound/outbound shipments for examinations and passengers for inspection. 

The budget request proposes a transfer of the United States Visitor and Immigrant Status 
Indicator Technology (US-VISIT) Program to CBP and ICE to better align the functions of US- 
VISIT with the missions of these components and to identify potential efficiencies and 
effectiveness within mission support and “corporate” functions such as logistics, human 
resources, and information technology. The FY 2013 request transfers $261.5 million of the US- 
VISIT Program to CBP. CBP will assume responsibility for the core US-VISIT operations. 
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including the management of the biometric storage and matching service. ICE will assume 
responsibility of the US- VISIT overstay analysis services. The US-VISIT systems will 
complement existing CBP systems by adding the biometric identification and screening 
capabilities that are used across and beyond DHS. DHS is working with CBP, US-VlSIT and 
ICE to ensure a smooth transition of operations. 

To further improve the flow of goods and enhance our layered security systems, the U.S. 
Government (USG), in collaboration with state, local, tribal, international, and private sector 
stakeholders, has begun a number of efforts to strengthen the global supply-chain. The 
Administration’s new National Strategy for Global Supply Chain Security represents a 
government-wide effort to achieve two goals: 

• Promote the efficient flow of legitimate commerce while protecting the supply chain 
from exploitation and reducing disruptions; and 

• Foster a global supply chain system that is prepared for and can withstand evolving 
threats and hazards and can rapidly recover from disruptions. 

Recognizing the interconnected nature of the global supply chain system, this new strategy 
emphasizes that continued collaboration with global stakeholders is critical. DHS and the 
Department of State will lead a six month engagement period with the international community 
and industry stakeholders to solicit feedback and specific recommendations on how to implement 
the strategy in a cost effective and collaborative manner. Early next year, a consolidated report 
on the status of implementation efforts will be developed. The results of the outreach will be 
combined with other, ongoing work, including threat and risk assessments, to support Federal 
department and agency implementation planning. 

Expediting the movement of goods and people is critical to economic and business 
success and, over the last two years, we have made significant progress to strengthen aviation 
security for passengers and cargo - a top priority for the Department. Through trusted traveler 
and trusted shipper programs, CBP utilizes mutually-agreed upon information sharing that 
enables us to know more about a traveler or piece of cargo before it begins its journey. Using 
these programs CBP can expedite screening for certain shippers and travelers who undergo 
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rigorous background checks — ^allowing CBP to focus law enforcement resources on the 
relatively small number of people and shipments that have the potential to cause harm. 

Global Entry — currently available at 20 U.S. international airports and with over one 
million participants — allows pre-approved members a streamlined, automated alternative to 
regular passport processing lines. President Obama recently announced that we will be 
expanding the program in 2012 to four additional airports, as part of the Administration’s efforts 
to foster travel and tourism. This highly successful program has helped to dramatically reduce 
wait times for travelers since its inception, allowing our CBP officers to focus on the most 
serious security threats at points of entry to our country. Our partners at TSA will be applying 
this risk-based screening methodology to domestic travel to improve security and expedite travel 
for those travelers we know the most about, through their PreCheck program. 

These trusted programs represent an important evolution in the way we handle airline 
security and have also been applied to cargo security. In 201 2 we will build on the successes we 
have achieved in air cargo security through our Air Cargo Advanced Screening (ACAS) 
program. This program allows for enhanced screening of express consignment packages bound 
for the U.S. Over the next year, the ACAS program will increase the number of participating 
countries that provide targeting data and we will begin to add new types of air cargo carriers. As 
part of a broader cargo security initiative, CBP works with TSA to allow participating shippers to 
screen air cargo, following strict standards to support the 100 percent screening requirements of 
the 9/1 1 Act for cargo transported on passenger aircrafts. Additionally, DHS reviews our foreign 
partners’ cargo screening standards to determine whether their programs provide a level of 
security commensurate with U.S. air cargo security standards. Those who meet these 
requirements may officially conduct screening for cargo traveling to the U.S. 

Security and Trade Facilitation 

As Secretary Napolitano recently stated, our homeland security and our economic polices 
are complimentary - and to the extent possible, security measures should be designed to 
facilitate the safe and efficient movement of people and goods while securing our critical 
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infrastructure. Our economy depends in part on our ability to secure and facilitate the flow of 
people and goods to and from our shores. Border security policies must do both: protect against 
threats while allowing the movement of legitimate trade and travel across our borders, which 
drives trade and tourism revenue that supports hundreds of thousands of jobs. 

In FY 201 1, CBP officers at 331 POEs inspected 340 million travelers and more than 
105.9 million cars, trucks, buses, trains, vessels and aircrafts. CBP also processed nearly $2.3 
trillion in trade in FY 201 1, a 14 percent increase over FY 2010, and collected over $37 billion in 
total duties, taxes, and fees, as well as over $355 million in antidumping and countervailing 
duties. CBP officers in FY 201 1 also conducted 24,800 seizures of Intellectual Property Rights 
(IPR) violations. The ability to secure the flows of goods, conveyances, and people to and 
through the U.S. is crucial to CBP's success in protecting our Nation. Last year we stepped up 
coordination with Canada to speed inspection of goods like car parts so that factories on both 
sides of the border can operate more efficiently. We have continued to work closely with our 
Mexican counterparts to protect shared critical infrastructure and expand trusted traveler and 
shipper programs. These efforts are not only speeding legitimate trade, but they are also stopping 
illegal goods from entering the country - goods that can undermine domestic businesses that play 
by the rules. 

Through partnerships with the trade community, CBP has had a positive impact on 
commercial trade that will be enhanced with the FY 2013 budget request. The primary focus of 
CBP’s efforts with its USG partner agencies is to advance the adoption of DHS’s risk-based 
approach to reduce barriers to efficient and safe commercial activity and to support U.S. Job 
development. As the Executive Agent at the border for 46 Federal agencies we are currently 
pursuing two significant initiatives with our U.S. government partners: increased information 
sharing to leverage existing inspection and regulatory expertise to facilitate admissibility 
determinations; and developing trust-based partnerships across the Federal government. 

Last year, CBP formally established two industry centers focused on trade processing in 
the electronics and pharmaceuticals industries. By having these Industry Integration Centers for 
Excellence and Expertise (CEE) focus on industry-specific issues, CBP is able to provide 
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tailored support to unique trading environments. The Centers are being developed in an effort to 
increase uniformity of practices across ports of entry, facilitate the timely resolution of trade 
compliance issues nationwide, improve enforcement efforts, and further strengthen critical 
agency knowledge on key industry practices. We expect this work will lead to more targeted 
inspections and increased seizures of high-risk cargo. In FY 2013, with the additional $3 million 
enhancement requested, CBP, in consultation with its trade community partners, will establish 
four additional CEEs designed to address issues within critical trade sectors such as textiles, 
petroleum, consumer products and mass market retail imports, agriculture, automotive, 
machinery and manufacturing imports. 

In FY 201 2, our primary trade enforcement initiative will be enhancements to our IPR 
enforcement capacity to support economic competitiveness. Thanks to the efforts of this 
Congress, further assistance is this area was provided under the National Defense Authorization 
Act of 2012 (NDAA), which grants CBP authority under certain circumstances to share 
unredacted samples of suspected counterfeit electronic goods with right holders prior to seizure. 
The new authority in the NDAA will enable CBP to work more closely with private sector 
partners to identify violators of intellectual property protections. 

Our FY 2013 budget request bolsters these efforts with a $10 million increase for IPR 
supply and distribution chain management, which will transform IPR risk assessment, increase 
efficiency, and support U.S. economic competitiveness. This CBP-private sector partnership 
program aims to improve IPR targeting by enabling CBP to identify and release shipments of 
authentic goods without inspection. 

Another priority trade issue that CBP will focus its resources on in FYs 2012 and 2013 is 
shipments of merchandise subject to antidumping/countervailing duties (AD/CVD). CBP has 
created a multi-disciplinary Re-engineering Dumping (RED) Team to review the AD/CVD 
process and to develop enforcement solutions. This group is reviewing the entire spectrum of the 
AD/CVD import process from foreign place-of-manufacture to collection of final duties and 
identifying the threats, challenges, and vulnerabilities in each stage of the process. 
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To further focus our trade enforcement resources, CBP is initiating an enhanced 
inspection effort based on an assessment of importer risk announced last month in the President’s 
State of the Union address. The initiative will protect the American consumer from importations 
of illegitimate and potentially dangerous products without impacting the economic benefits 
provided by fair and legitimate trade. CBP will use the capabilities of its Automated Targeting 
System to identify high-risk shipments of pharmaceuticals, electronics, and wearing apparel 
imported in the maritime, air cargo, express consignment and international mail environments. 
Physical examinations of these high-risk shipments will be performed to confirm intellectual 
property rights violations and other admissibility concerns. The initiative will exclude all of 
CBP’s trusted trading partners (such as members of the Importer Self-Assessment (ISA) 

Program, Customs-Trade Partnership Against Terrorism (C-TPAT), CBP’s National Accounts, 
and participants in CBP’s Centers of Expertise and Excellence). 

Conclusion 

The President’s FY 2013 Budget provides CBP with the resources necessary to carry out 
our dual mission of protecting the United States against threats and securing our Nation’s borders 
while facilitating lawful travel, trade, and immigration. Thank you for the opportunity to appear 
before you today. We look forward to your questions. 
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Michael .1. Fisher 

Chief 

U.S. Border Patrol 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection 




Michael J. Fisher is the Chief of the U.S. Border Patrol and a 
member of the Senior Executive Service. He is responsible for 
planning, organizing, coordinating, and directing enforcement 
programs designed to secure our Nation's borders and greatly 
increase the probability that terrorists and terrorist weapons, as 
well as smugglers of humans, narcotics, and other contraband, 
will be deterred from entering the United States, or detected and 
apprehended after entry. 


Chief Fisher entered on duty with the U.S. Border Patrol in June 
1 987 as a member of Class 208. His first duty assignment as a 
Border Patrol agent was at the Douglas Station in the Tucson Sector, He successfully completed 
the selection process for the Border Patrol Tactical Unit (BORTAC) in 1990 and was later 
selected as a Field Operations Supervisor for BORTAC in El Paso, Texas. Over a four-year 
period, he planned and executed operations throughout the United States and nine foreign 
countries. Chief Fisher later served as the Deputy Chief Patrol Agent of the Detroit Sector and 
as an Assistant Chief Patrol Agent in the Tucson Sector. In 200 1 , he received the 
Commissioner's “Manager of the Year” award for designing and implementing a budget-based 
operational planning model for the Tucson Sector, 


During the transition to the Department of Homeland Security in March 2003, Chief Fisher was 
appointed Deputy Director for the U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) Office of Anti- 
Terrorism in Washington, DC, where he staffed and directed the office during periods of 
increased threats and served as the CBP liaison to the inter-agency intelligence community for 
anti-terrorist planning and operational coordination. Chief Fisher later served at Border Patrol 
Headquarters as an Associate Chief and, in 2004. was promoted to Senior Associate Chief. He 
instituted the Intelligence Branch within the newly established Operations Division before 
returning to the field in February 2006 as the Deputy Chief Patrol Agent of San Diego Sector. 
He was promoted to Chief Patrol Agent of San Diego Sector in June 2007. He was named 
Acting Chief of the Border Patrol on January 3, 2010. and assumed his current position on May 
9. 2010. 


Chief Fisher earned a bachelor’s degree in criminal justice and a master's degree in business 
administration. He is a graduate of the Senior Executive Fellows Program at the John F. 
Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University. He also completed the six-week 
C.APSTONE program at the National Defense University in 2009, 
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Michael C. Kostelnik, Assistant Commissioner, CBP Office of Air and Marine 



Michael C. Kostelnik, Major General, USAF (Ret.) is the Assistant 
Commissioner, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, Office of Air 

and Marine. 


The Office of Air and Marine is the world’s largest aviation and 
maritime law enforcement organization with more than 900 Federal 
Agents, operating from 79 air and marine locations, with more than 
290 aircraft of 22 different types, and 285 marine vessels. 


The mission of the Office of Air and Marine is to protect the 
American people and Nation’s critical infrastructure through the 
coordinated use of integrated air and marine forces to detect, 
interdict and prevent acts of terrorism and the unlawful movement 
of people, illegal drugs and other contraband toward or across the 
borders of the United States. 

General Kostelnik, a member of the Senior Executive Service since 
2002, has worked for more than 38 years in government service, 
leputy Associate Administrator for Space Station and Space Shuttle 
at the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA). While at NASA, he was responsible for the 
Nation’s human space flight program, operating the fleet of U.S. Space shuttles, and leading a 19 nation 
member team continuing development of the International Space Station. 


Prior to joining NASA, he spent more than 32 years on active military duty with the U.S. Air Force 
(USAF) serving as a fighter pilot, flying F-4 and F-15 aircraft, experimental test pilot, ACAT I System.s 
Program Director, Designated .Acquisition Commander, and AFMC center commander. 


The general has served in such roles as the Vice Commander. Air Force Material Command, Commander, 
Air Armament Center, Vice Commander, Warner Robins Air Logistics Center, Director of Special Access 
Programs, in the Office of the Secretaiy of Defense, Commandant of the USAF Test Pilot School, Systems 
Program Director for the Short-Range Attack Missile 11. F-117, B-IB Conventional, and AC-130U 
Gunship.. During a prominent career in fighter operations, and research, development and test he has 
accumulated more than 3.300 hours of flight time in more than 60 different types of aircraft and has 
extensive leadership and management experience in requirements, development, acquisition, and test of 
leading edge aerospace systems. 

He graduated from Texas A&M University with a Bachelor of Science degree in mechanical engineering in 
1969, mid a year later, he completed a Master of Science degree in industrial and management engineering 
from the University of Iowa. From 1975-1980, he completed extensive post-graduate doctoral course work 
in Electrical Engineering with the University of Florida. 

He is a graduate of the Program Management Course, Defense Systems Management College, the 
Industrial College of the Armed Forces, and the Executive Development Programs of the Whitteinore 
School of Business and Economics at the University of New Hampshire, and the Maxwell School of 
leadership and Goveniment at Syracuse University, 

General Kostelnik has been recognized with numerous prestigious awards, including the Defense 
Distinguished Service Medal, Air Force Distinguished Service Medal with oak leaf clusters, Legion of 
Merit, the Meritorious Service Medal with two oak leaf clusters. Air Force Commendation Medal with oak 
leaf cluster, NDIA Gold Medal for Leadership, the Federal 100 Award, and the N.ASA Medal for 
Outstanding Leadership with oak leaf cluster. 


In 2004, the general was elected a member of the Academy of Distinguished Alumni of Mechanical 
Engineering from T exas A&M University, General Kostelnik is a 2007 Presidential Rank Award recipient. 
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Mark S. Borkowski 
Assistant Commissioner 

Office of Technology Innovation and Acquisition 

Mark Borkowski became the Assistant Commissioner for the Office of Technology 
Innovation and Acquisition (OTIA) with U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) of 
the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) in July 2010. He is responsible for ensuring 
technology efforts are properly focused on mission and well integrated across CBP and 
for strengthening effectiveness in acquisition and program management. In addition to 
being the Assistant Commissioner for OTIA, Mr. Borkowski serves as CBP’s Component 
Acquisition Executive (CAE) responsible for ensuring acquisitions support a mission 
requirement, are cost effective and are integrated across all of CBP where appropriate. 

Prior to his appointment as Assistant Commissioner, Mr. Borkowski served as Executive 
Director of the Secure Border Initiative (SBI) Program Executive Office (PEO). As 
Executive Director, Mr. Borkowski oversaw the Department of Homeland Security’s 
(DHS) implementation of SBI at U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP), and 
oversaw SBI’s continued efforts to develop border security resources that will provide 
enhanced situational awareness for frontline CBP personnel along the U.S. borders. 

Before assignment to SBI, Mr. Borkowski served as the Executive Director for Mission 
Support at Headquarters, United States Border Patrol. In this role, he supported the Chief 
of the Border Patrol in executing the Border Patrol’s $2 billion annual budget and in 
managing a total workforce in excess of 17,000 agents and support personnel. He 
oversaw functions of workforce management, labor and employee relations, finance, 
logistics, recruitment, training, facilities, and tactical infrastructure. As a DHS Level III 
certified program manager, he provided expert advice and support to the Chief of the 
Border Patrol with respect to the technology program within SBI, SBInet. Mr. Borkowski 
directed a contracted effort for organizational development to redesign and transform the 
Border Patrol to respond to an unprecedented growth in the organization driven by 
Presidential mandate. His division staff included 75 personnel assigned to six separate 
geographic locations. Prior to his appointment as Executive Director of Mission Support, 
Mr. Borkowski served as Director for Asset Management in CBP’s Office of Air and 
Marine. In that role, he oversaw acquisition and sustainment for CBP’s aircraft and 
marine assets. 

Before joining CBP, Mr. Borkowski was the Program Executive for the Robotic Lunar 
Exploration Program (RLEP) in the Exploration Systems Mission Directorate (ESMD) at 
NASA Headquarters. In that role, he oversaw the development and operation of robotic 
precursor missions to the moon as stage-setters for eventual human missions. Previously, 
he served as the Assistant Deputy Associate Administrator for Development Programs in 
the Exploration Systems Mission Directorate. Mr. Borkowski assisted the Deputy 
Associate Administrator in overseeing the technology, development, and acquisition 
programs to implement the President’s Vision for Space Exploration. Mr. Borkowski also 
served as the Program Executive overseeing the Hubble Space Telescope Robotic 
Servicing and De-orbit Mission and as the ESMD Coordinator for NASA’s Exploration 
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Transportation Strategic Roadmap. During his time at NASA, Mr. Borkowski was elected 
Vice President of the International Lunar Exploration Working Group — a consortium of 
national space agencies and key commercial partners supporting initiatives for 
international collaboration in lunar exploration. 

Mr. Borkowski served over 23 years on active duty in the United States Air Force, 
retiring at the rank of colonel. Mr. Borkowski’s last assignment in the Air Force was as 
System Program Director for the Space Based Infrared Systems (SBIRS) program office. 
In that capacity, he oversaw satellite programs worth over $40 billion; including the 
Defense Support Program (DSP), SBIRS-FIigh, and SBfRS-Low. During his Air Force 
career, Mr. Borkowski also served as the Support Group Commander at Eglin Air Force 
Base; the Chief of the Programming Division at Headquarters, Air Force Materiel 
Command; the Assistant Chief of Staff at the Ballistic Missile Defense organization; and 
in a variety of other staff, acquisition, and engineering positions. Mr. Borkowski elected 
to decline an offer of promotion to Brigadier General and to retire from the Air Force in 
2004. 

Mr. Borkowski has a Master’s Degree in Astronautical Engineering from the Air Force 
Institute of Technology (AFIT) and a Master’s Degree in National Resource Strategy 
from the Industrial College of the Armed Forces. He also has Bachelor’s Degrees in 
Aeronautical Engineering from AFIT and in Mathematics from the State University of 
New York at Albany. 

Mr. Borkowski has certification from both the Department of Defense and DHS at the 
highest level (Level III) for acquisition management. 

Mr. Borkowski is an accomplished public speaker who has represented the Air Force, 
NASA, and CBP before international conferences, academic and professional symposia. 
Congressional members and staff, and the press. 

He has won numerous awards, including the Air Force Association, Lieutenant General 
John W. O’Neill Outstanding System Program Director Award; the Company Grade 
Officer of the Year and the Manager of the Year Awards from the Air Force Rocket 
Propulsion Laboratory; the Air Force Systems Command nominations for the “Ten 
Outstanding Young Americans” award, several military medals and decorations, and civil 
service performance awards. 
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Kevin K. McAleenan 
Acting Assistant Commissioner 
Office of Field Operations 

Kevin K. McAleenan assumed the position of Acting Assistant Commissioner, U.S. 
Customs and Border Protection, Office of Field Operations (OFO) on December 31, 
2011. Mr. McAleenan previously served as Deputy Assistant Commissioner, U.S. 
Customs and Border Protection’s Office of Field Operations (OFO) since July 2010. 

OFO is the largest component in CBP and is responsible for securing the U.S. border at 
ports of entry while expediting lawful trade and travel. In this capacity, Mr. McAleenan 
is responsible for overseeing CBP’s antiterrorism, immigration, anti-smuggling, trade 
compliance, and agriculture protection operations at 20 major field offices, 331 ports of 
entry, and 70 locations in over 40 countries internationally, with a staff of more than 
28,000 employees, and an operating budget of over $3.5 billion. 

As Deputy Assistant Commissioner, Mr. McAleenan was particularly involved in the 
development of CBP’s Advanced Air Cargo Screening (ACAS) program, the 
development of CBP’s new trade agenda, and efforts to optimize management of 
resources though business process transformation and modeling. 

Prior to assuming these two positions with CBP Field Operations, Mr. McAleenan served 
in several leadership capacities at CBP and the former U.S. Customs Service. In the 
aftermath of September 1 1, 2001, Mr. McAleenan played an integral role in the 
development and implementation of CBP’s antiterrorism strategy. In August 2003, Mr. 
McAleenan was named Director, Office of Anti-Terrorism, where he was responsible for 
ensuring that CBP maximized its antiterrorism efforts with regard to CBP's border 
security mission, and within the Federal law enforcement community, national 
intelligence community, and homeland security structure. There he coordinated the 
establishment of CBP-wide antiterrorism policy directives, including procedures for 
responding to encounters with potential terrorists seeking to enter the United States, and 
protocols for resolving radiation detection alarms, as well as the development of CBP’s 
incident management and operations coordination capabilities. 

From 2006 to 2008, Mr. McAleenan served as the Area Port Director, Los Angeles 
International Airport where he managed more than 1 ,000 employees and directed CBP’s 
border security operations at LAX and 17 other airport facilities that screened 9 million 
passengers and over 1 .5 million cargo shipments annually. 

Mr. McAleenan received a Service to America Medal, Call to Service Award, in 2005 
and was selected as a member of the Senior Executive Service in 2006. 

Prior to his government service, McAleenan practiced law in California. He received his 
Juris Doctor degree from the University of Chicago Law School after earning a Bachelor 
of Arts Degree, cum laude, from Amherst College. 
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surveillance: Arizona border technology plan 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you, Chief Fisher. Thank you for your 
opening statement. And those comments and anything else you 
have can be entered into the record as well. 

Let me start out with Assistant Commissioner Borkowski. It has 
been a year and a half since the Secretary froze future activities 
under SBInet. In January of 2011, the program was replaced with 
the Arizona Border Technology Plan to buy off-the-shelf technology 
that could be deployed immediately to meet Border Patrol’s clear 
mission needs. 

Yet here we are a year later and very little of that technology 
has actually been deployed. Only the procurement for thermal im- 
aging devices went out on time and I do not believe the remaining 
procurements have even been put out for bid yet; is that correct? 

Mr. Borkowski. In addition to thermal imaging devices, we han- 
dled the agent portable surveillance systems. The mobile surveil- 
lance capability systems are in first testing. And Friday we actu- 
ally released a procurement document for the remote-video surveil- 
lance systems. 

Mr. Aderholt. This past Friday, you said? 

Mr. Borkowski. Yes, this past Friday. 

Mr. Aderholt. With nearly $800 million available for obligation 
this fiscal year, some of that is carryover unspent from last year? 

Mr. Borkowski. Yes. 

Mr. Aderholt. So really funding is not the reason for the delay. 
Would you agree with that? 

Mr. Borkowski. Yes. 

Mr. Aderholt. Can you talk a little bit about the delay for get- 
ting essential tools into the Border Patrol agents’ hands and when 
you expect to get the bulk of this equipment deployed? 

Mr. Borkowski. Certainly. The two large items that are left are 
the remote-video surveillance system as well as the integrated 
fixed towers. 

The RFP [request for proposal] for the remote-video surveillance 
system, our original projection would have gone out last Sep- 
tember, so we are about six months behind that. 

And as part of the accommodation of that, what we did is we 
split that effort into two pieces because what those remote-video 
surveillance systems do is they replace 50 existing obsolescent cam- 
era sets in Arizona and add an additional 20 towers. 

So we have worked with the Army Corps of Engineers to build 
the towers so that the towers will be ready when we actually pro- 
cure the cameras. 

The cause of the delay is basically based on three things, quite 
frankly. 

The first of those is our human capital resources divide these 
things. We took the office that was responsible for SBInet and split 
it to handle all of these procurements. And, frankly, there has been 
a demand on them. 

The second issue has had to do with a cultural change in how 
we procure these. While it certainly makes sense to divide things 
non-developmentally, it turns out that actually doing that in our 
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existing contracting system was a bit of a culture shock and we had 
some problems with that. 

The third issue does have to do with some strategic and tactical 
decisions about accepting some delays for long-term benefit. For ex- 
ample, revisiting some of the sites where we are going to put these 
cameras, making sure that we had a very clear understanding of 
what industry we wanted. Frankly, I thought that was worth the 
trade despite the penalty. And so we made those decisions. 

surveillance: southwest border 

Mr. Aderholt. Three years ago, you told the Subcommittee in 
response to questions from now Chairman Rogers who is Chairman 
of the full Committee that you would have failed if progress was 
not made. And here we are virtually in the same place. 

And I think that is a great concern to this Subcommittee. I think 
it is a very big concern to the agents. I think they deserve better 
and I think that this needs to be addressed in a very expedited 
manner. 

While we have been focused on Arizona, what is happening with 
respect to technology development for the rest of the southwest bor- 
der? Particularly as we see shifts in the smuggling routes such as 
to south Texas? 

Mr. Borkowski. Yes. First of all, as we described when we built 
the Arizona plan, we have extended the plan to all southwest bor- 
der sectors. So now we have the technology laid out for the entire 
southwest border with the effort still focused on Arizona but with 
an ability should operational requirements dictate to shift some 
priorities. 

In addition, some of the systems that we have procured, for ex- 
ample, the mobile surveillance capabilities, actually are deployable 
to other parts of the border. And those are very useful capabilities 
because they are mobile. 

A third thing I would highlight is we are engaged in a discussion 
now with the Department of Defense about systems used overseas 
that could come back that we could use in some of these areas. We 
have not settled on that yet, but that would also be a quick shot 
in the arm should we need it, should those systems be effective. 

Mr. Aderholt. I received the planned procurement schedule and 
the schedule really shows a shift. Is this an accurate picture of the 
delays? 

Mr. Borkowski. Yes. 

Mr. Aderholt. I would like to include this in the record. 

[The information follows:] 



AZ Plan Procurement Schedule 
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- Original Esiimated Delivery/Deployment Period - Updated Esttmated DeIn 






397 


Mr. Aderholt. But I would ask as Mr. Rogers did two years ago 
if we are in this same place a year from now, would you say that 
you probably had failed? 

Mr. Borkowski. Yes. I would say if I do not meet that schedule, 
then I will fail to meet my objectives, yes. 

Mr. Aderholt. All right. Let me turn it over to Mr. Price now. 

SUPPLY CHAIN SECURITY 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Let me turn to Mr. McAleenan for questions of supply chain se- 
curity. 

As you know, the Secretary has repeatedly testified that we can- 
not physically screen all cargo coming into the United States from 
overseas despite the objectives that were articulated in the Safe 
Port and 9/11 Acts and as some Members of this body have contin- 
ued to push. 

That has appeared to be a very elusive goal and perhaps one that 
would not represent a rational allocation of resources. I understand 
that in this budget, there is not a specific provision for the pilot 
projects that involve 100 percent screening. The SFI, Secure 
Freight Initiative, ports are now reduced to one in Qasim, Paki- 
stan. Perhaps you can clarify that. 

The alternative to this is, of course, to focus on the greatest 
threats and that is what the Container Security Initiative, CSI, is 
all about. 

And we have amply funded that initiative, although there have 
been some mixed signals here as well, I would have to say, over 
recent years. The Department has proposed a scaled back CSI at 
some overseas ports. 

But this year, the budget proposes an increase of $13 million for 
CSI to, quote, “re-balance its international footprint and to con- 
tinue to move to a hub concept in those countries where there are 
multiple CSI ports”. 

In addition, CBP plans to change how and what they are tar- 
geting depending on the country’s risk and the internal targeting 
capabilities. So I have some questions about this whole cluster of 
issues. 

What programmatic changes are you making this year and in the 
2013 budget to improve supply side security without impeding the 
flow of goods into our country? 

Secondly, is this going to be the new norm for CSI or could we 
expect proposals to reduce the overseas presence in favor of screen- 
ing cargo at the National Targeting Center. What is that future 
balance going to look like? 

And then thirdly, why has it been so hard to conclusively identify 
an alternative to 100 percent physical screening? 

Mr. McAleenan. Thank you. Congressman Price. Some good 
questions there. I will try to address them expeditiously in re- 
sponse. We do appreciate your strong, well-reasoned approaches on 
these issues over the past several years and working with your 
staff. 

Taking these questions in order, in terms of how we are going 
to continue to improve our supply chain security, CBP remains fo- 
cused on its multi-layered approach, maintaining and improving 
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our programs to identify and address potential risks by enhancing 
our targeting efforts and really trying to take action at the earliest 
possible point in the supply chain and not just focusing on the mar- 
itime environment. 

So we are talking about CSI for maritime, but also the advanced 
screening program that we have developed for air cargo and in the 
rail security partnerships we are working on in the southwest bor- 
der. 

We also want to continue to realize the full value of the importer 
secure filing and our 10h-2 and some of the investments that this 
committee has made in advancing analytics for our targeting and 
allowing us to achieve that. 

And, of course, we want to sustain our signal trade partnership 
program, C-TPAT, and continue to build on those efforts as well 
as effectively and efficiently examining cargo. And you highlighted 
the challenges in maintaining our Nil [non-intrusive inspection] ca- 
pability, although we are pretty healthy there thanks to our invest- 
ment in our NIL 

In terms of the mixed signals. Congressman, on CSI, I think 
what we have had here is really we tried to take a cut in fiscal 
year 2011 that turned out to be too deep to sustain what we 
thought would be critical aspects of our program including our 
international footprint. 

So this $13 million is really a re-balancing, and I think it is the 
new normal, as you put it, for CSI. What we have done is reduced 
our international footprint from 186 CBP officers abroad to 85 now 
is our target level. And we have done that through a variety of ven- 
dors. 

One, the NTC for cargo is supporting the targeting efforts. We 
are doing fewer of the pieces of targeting at the foreign locations. 

Two, in certain countries where we have good trusted partner- 
ships, we are moving to a hub-and-spoke type of system, so we are 
able to liaise with the foreign customs organizations centrally and 
save money on our IT connectivity while maintaining the relation- 
ships. So that is an important area for us. 

In addition, quickly, I understand my time is limited. To get to 
the question of why is this so hard, I believe. Congressman, this 
is difficult because we are essentially trying to bridge the gap be- 
tween two divergent philosophies: one that is focused on risk man- 
agement and a layered approach to security that does not put all 
of our eggs in one basket and another approach that focuses just 
on one significant security measure, a 100-percent scanning at one 
point in the process. 

Mr. Price. But if I could interrupt, you are definitely coming 
down on the side of risk management; is that not right? 

Mr. McAleenan. That is correct, sir. I think that is reflected in 
the Administration’s National strategy for global supply chain secu- 
rity which did validate many of the principles we have been work- 
ing on in terms of managing risk and addressing it at the earliest 
possible point in the supply chain. 

The added pieces we are looking for and the National strategy 
supports is the extension to the other members of the federal inter- 
agency, deeper partnerships beyond Coast Guard and TSA. We 
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work closely with some of the other departments and agencies that 
have a role as well as the state and local governments. 

And there is the potential to expand globally and really build on 
our efforts with the World Customs Organization, IMO, and others 
to set standards and increase the overall global supply chain net- 
work. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Carter. 

CBP TRAINING PROGRAMS 

Mr. Carter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chief Fisher, welcome to all of you and glad you are here. 

Chief Fisher, a recent GAO study found that there are significant 
weaknesses in evaluations of CBP training programs. 

What steps are you taking to address this criticism, ensure that 
the taxpayers are getting the most bang for their buck, and what 
is CBP spending to train officers? 

Mr. Fisher. I am not specifically familiar with the report. Are 
you talking training in general. Congressman? 

Mr. Carter. It is my understanding that GAO found a signifi- 
cant weakness in the evaluation process of CBP for their training 
program. In other words, you are not looking at your program to 
see if it can be approved. 

You have no knowledge of that? 

Mr. Fisher. Well, sir, I am not familiar with the specifics in that 
particular report. I can, however, tell you working both with the 
Office of Training and Development and with the CBP at large, 
and I think this goes to not just the Border Patrol agents but cer- 
tainly CBP officers and Air and Marine, you know, we have looked 
over the last few years both in terms of how we recruit, the extent 
to which we are doing backgrounds and polygraphs with agents 
and officers to include taking a look at how and what we are actu- 
ally training at the academies, how we are following up in the post- 
academy environment when those agents and officers are deployed 
to their respective areas and the probationary period by which we 
constantly evaluate Border Patrol agents. 

And I can tell you that generally when you look at attrition with- 
in the Border Patrol, the highest area where we do find attrition 
is those Border Patrol agents who have been hired and ultimately 
do not pass the final year of probation; and we do not hold on to 
those individuals. 


HUMAN TRAFFICKING 

Mr. Carter. Another thing I have an interest in is human traf- 
ficking. I am sure you are aware human trafficking is a really hei- 
nous crime in which individuals are exploited for sex or labor or 
forced into what is commonly called modern day slavery. In these 
cases, the first encounter many of these victims have with law en- 
forcement officers is with your department, CBP. 

What, if any, training is required for CBP officers in order to 
help them understand how to deal with and identify human traf- 
ficking? Do you have a specific training for that? 

Mr. Fisher. We do. Border Patrol agents between the ports of 
entries go through training to really bring to their sense of aware- 
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ness and protocols what to do if, in fact, they are encountering wit- 
nesses or victims of crime. And, unfortunately, as you mentioned. 
Border Patrol agents do see that along our borders. 

We do not do this independently, hy the way. Part of our respon- 
sibilities post arrest is to quickly identify, to the extent that we are 
able to through biometrics, to be able to identify the individuals 
and who they are. 

We take a look collectively within the group because many times 
it is not just individuals that we apprehend. We try to identify the 
smuggling organization and then start the series of intelligence 
gathering. 

Again, we do not do this independently. We do checks with the 
National Targeting Center. We also work with our state, local, and 
federal investigators most importantly (within the Department of 
Homeland Security, it is ICE [U.S. Immigration and Customs En- 
forcement]), the investigators in those areas. 

And collectively as we get information about these individuals 
and any potential human trafficking, those cases are followed up 
with the investigators, and we turn over all information that we 
were able to garner during the investigation or during the informa- 
tion process subsequent to the arrest. 

Mr. Carter. Well, you know, the truth is this is human ter- 
rorism. The people that are being smuggled across in many in- 
stances are very afraid to speak to anybody about their situation 
because they are scared to death either of consequences to them- 
selves personally or to their families back home. Many of them did 
not even know they were getting in this mess until they got here. 

It seems to me someone needs to be able to identify these, mostly 
women, that are in this situation and have special skills 

Mr. Fisher. Yes. 

Mr. Carter [continuing]. To identify their situation and work 
through it with them. Otherwise, as it turns out, we learn about 
these people usually when they have reached their destination and 
are into the system and then we discover them in various oper- 
ations that are going on in the interior of the country, at least in 
interior Texas anyway. 

Mr. Fisher. Right. 

Mr. Carter. So I hope that you can work on those specific skills 
to assist these women in their terror that they are already in. 

Mr. Fisher. We will, sir. 

Mr. Carter. Thank you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Olver. 

CBP EMPLOYEE NUMBERS: GROWTH 

Mr. Olver. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chief Fisher, this is, as you see, the first time I have been in this 
room. I had to figure out how to use the turn on here. 

I am curious. The agencies which are part of CBP and all those 
that are in Homeland Security were cobbled together after 9/11. 
And after they were cobbled together and the Department of Home- 
land Security was created, the total number of employees in those 
agencies that had come from it and whatever new ones including 
TSA ended up more than doubling, more than doubling. 
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Did the agencies that are yours, Border Patrol and the CBP, 
there probably was some reorganization there, did those also dou- 
ble at that time? Can you tell me anything about historically what 
the circumstances were there? 

Mr. Fisher. Certainly, sir. Since March of 2003 when the De- 
partment stood up, I can tell you from the Border Patrol stand- 
point, we did, in fact, double; we came into the organization in 
2003. The Agent/Officer Corps and what we have today with that 
21,370, we have doubled over the last few years. I cannot speak 
specifically to the other offices. 

Mr. Olver. And the other offices of the CBP, would they have 
been roughly — go ahead. 

Mr. McAleenan. Congressman, for Field Operations since 2003, 
we grew about 15 percent from the staffing that came in and was 
merged within our operation. 

CBP EMPLOYEE NUMBERS: BORDER PATROL 

Mr. Olver. So Border Patrol, I wanted to really focus on border 
patrol. You talk about the 2,000 miles of Canadian border. 

What portion of the Border Patrol, I take it, is our land borders 
and the southern border? 

Mr. Fisher. Generally we do have Border Patrol stations that 
have marine sectors in New Orleans, Miami, and Puerto Rico. But 
the vast majority of our resources are deployed. Congressman, as 
you mentioned, to the northern and southern border. 

Mr. Olver. Okay. Roughly how many are along the Canadian 
border? 

Mr. Fisher. There is approximately 2,200. 

Mr. Olver. Two thousand? 

Mr. Fisher. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Olver. And then the other roughly 18,000 other than, say, 
a few hundred 

Mr. Fisher. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Olver [continuing]. In the marine services, roughly 18,000, 
how does that break down among the four states, California, Ari- 
zona, New Mexico, and Texas? Can you give me a sense of that? 

Mr. Fisher. I can, sir. Generally Texas and Arizona are — actu- 
ally, Arizona is probably where we have the most Border Patrol 
agents deployed. Right there, we have a little more than 4,000 Bor- 
der Patrol agents. 

From there, if you look at Arizona and the State of Texas, gen- 
erally you have a little more than about 24 to 25 hundred in each 
of — the Rio Grande Valley and San Diego. 

Two other sectors in Laredo and you have to take a look at Del 
Rio and El Paso, they generally fluctuate between 12 and 14 hun- 
dred Border Patrol agents. The smallest of those sectors in Marfa, 
Texas, obviously has just less than a thousand. 

And then you also look at places like Yuma, Arizona, which prob- 
ably has the smallest contingent of Border Patrol agents. There are 
approximately about 1,000 Border Patrol agents in Yuma, Arizona. 

Mr. Olver. Well, you have given a very thorough answer, but 
one that I cannot quickly translate into how many are California 
border or how many are Arizona border and how many are New 
Mexico border and how many are Texas border. 
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Mr. Fisher. I beg your pardon. I did not. I can give you that in- 
formation by state, sir. 

[The information follows:] 



United States Border Patrol 

Border Patrol Agent Staffing By Sector^ and Fiscal Yearjoct. 1st through Sept, 30th) 
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jYuma 18^ I 174 I 175 MiiaJ 22^1 313 I 323 I 358 [ 331 | 547 [ 774 | 825 | 

Notes: 1 ) Livermore Sector closed after FY 2004. 

2) Does not include all Border Patrol Agents (BPA); BPAs were also assigned to headquarters, detail assignments, and other functions. 
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Mr. Olver. Okay. That would be good. 
Mr. Fisher. Yes, sir. 


CASH SMUGGLING 

Mr. Olver. Mr. Carter had asked about human trafficking. I 
wanted to ask you, and I probably will not have time to get back 
to where I was before, but in your testimony, you are saying that 
$126 million in illegal currency was seized in 2011. 

So there is a lot of smuggled cash moving along the border, on 
both sides of the border, and it is feeding criminal enterprises in 
both sorts, some of which would be human trafficking, human slav- 
ery, whatever it might happen to be. 

Are there special problems there that are inherent in the track- 
ing of the origin of the destination of that cash and what kind of 
techniques do you have to bring into play? Do they differ from just 
what would be called human trafficking or are they so interrelated 
with human trafficking that you cannot separate them? 

Mr. Fisher. That is a great question. Congressman. I will tell 
you that CBP, I mean, we are not the experts in this area. Over 
the last couple of years with working with Field Operations and 
Border Patrol agents, trying to work at stopping at the ports of 
entry some of the vehicles, predominantly that have cash, that are 
going south and in this particular example into Mexico, what we 
have found is cash smuggling has changed since we have started 
those type of operations. We are seeing a lot more deep conceal- 
ment methods within those vehicles, which we did not see origi- 
nally when we started checking southbound. 

I will tell you what we actually apprehend, intelligence, and cer- 
tainly our intuition along the border is it is probably a small, very 
small percentage of the cash that is going back south. 

Talking with the investigators both from the financial side and 
Homeland Security investigations, the criminal organizations con- 
tinue to change the ways by which they use banking systems both 
in Mexico and the United States. 

Cash value cards are being a lot more popular, which right now, 
as I have been briefed, there are not a lot of statutes that would 
prohibit us or prevent us from seizing those because they are 
stored value cards that have cash on them. It is an emerging threat 
that we recognize, and working with the investigators trying to 

Mr. Olver. Is most of that cash going through the actual border 
crossings where you have indicated there that it is mostly vehicular 
traffic? Do you know anything about what is passing just through 
the border? 

Mr. Fisher. CBP has made some seizures of cash between the 
ports of entry going south into Mexico, few and far between from 
the amount of cash that CBP does seize and intercept. 

Matter of fact, the vast majority of those encounters are vehicles 
that are going south into Mexico. And in some cases, we would 
have people that do body carries with cash on buses or vans, for 
instance, heading south into Mexico. 

But it is an emerging threat, and working with the investigators 
trying to tie that cash into the criminal enterprise is just not an 
easy task, I will tell you. 

Mr. Olver. Thank you. 
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Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Crenshaw. 

AIR assets: P-3 program 

Mr. Crenshaw. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

And, Mr. Kostelnik, I wanted to ask you a little about the P-3 
Program, that P-3s are actually based in my home district in Jack- 
sonville, Florida, at a place called Indian Head, Jacksonville. And 
so I have seen firsthand the value they bring. 

As I understand it, I think 16 of the P-3s that have been trans- 
ferred to you all have gone through kind of a, I guess they call it 
a slep life extension type program, and I understand that that has 
been very successful in terms of interdiction, in terms of surveil- 
lance. 

I know in the 2012 budget, there was money to extend the life 
of, two more aircraft, I think number 13 and 14. 

First, that program is working well, as I understand it. Is that 
money being used now to do the life extension of those two? If it 
is, when will that be completed and when will they get back into 
service? 

Mr. Kostelnik. There is a long history with the P-3 fleet. And 
through the strategic air and marine plan, this Committee has 
been very helpful in sustaining those aircraft. We had eight air- 
craft, in fact, established at Cecil Field and another eight aircraft 
in Corpus Christi. 

And so there are only large aircraft in that class, in the multi- 
role maritime patrol and national contingency environment. Eight 
of the aircraft are what we call long-range trackers that have F16 
radars and clear systems. Eight of the aircraft are the domed air- 
craft like AWACS, and they provide unique capabilities for a wide 
variety of contingency response. 

In the transit zone, those aircraft the last 5 years have been 
more than 50 percent of the total air picture in the transit zone. 
They have been extremely productive against going after the self- 
propelled submersibles, go fast boats, and a wide variety of drug 
transportation devices and have been getting the bulk cocaine and 
large quantities on these boats, typical submarine carriers, for ex- 
ample. 

In fact, this last year, in 2011, JIATF-South, which is the pri- 
mary interagency mission commander not only for us and our P- 
3s but the Coast Guard and our P-3s were part of 150,000 pounds 
of 80-percent pure cocaine last year. That is almost $2 billion. It 
is a very important piece of our mission set, defense and depth. 
The narcotics we get there prevents it from getting to the border. 

We are currently looking at the program given the budget cuts 
and environments that we have with that program and other air- 
craft. You are right. This year, according to the P-3 Service Life 
Extension Program, we have money in hand provided by this Com- 
mittee to put the next two — to purchase the next two wing sets. We 
have purchased 12 wing sets for 12 of the aircraft already. We have 
four aircraft that have already been re-winged. 

In fact, there are 19 international users of the P-3 on the world 
stage. We were the first one to re-wing a P-3 several years ago. 
And with the support of this Committee, we intend to complete the 
rest of that acquisition over time. So 2012 is on track. We are look- 
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ing at the aircraft numbers to decide whether 16 is the right num- 
ber of aircraft to have or 14 is the right number of aircraft to have. 

But we have done other things that have made the aircraft even 
more useful. Historically we fly those aircraft as a pair. The dome 
provides the radar identification of surface targets. The long-range 
tracker with the FLIR radar does the detection and the end game. 
Historically it has required two aircraft to do that mission set. 

Because of some of the sustainment work we have done on the 
aircraft and modification, P-3s in reality are just a platform. We 
have gone back and put FLIR systems now on all our domed air- 
craft. So now the dome with the new FLIRs have the same capa- 
bility as the old two aircraft used to have. 

Mr. Crenshaw. Just the money in 2012 for those next two called 
13 and 14, is that being done now? 

Mr. Kostelnik. We are looking at that right now and 

Mr. Crenshaw. But it is not being done? 

Mr. Kostelnik. It is still on track. We have put that out on con- 
tract. In the next month, we are actually briefing internal to the 
CBP to look at the long-term needs of the mission in terms of that 
mission set. 

Mr. Crenshaw. So the plans are to do the work on those two? 

Mr. Kostelnik. It is right now. 

Mr. Crenshaw. How about for 13, there is money? I think it said 
pending decisions. You are going to next, I guess, 15 and 16. Is 
that still on track? 

Mr. Kostelnik. In the 2013 request, there is a $10 million re- 
duction for other priorities within the Department. However, that 
program will not have a significant impact on the P-3s. That has 
nothing to do with investment in the aircraft or re-winging. It will 
delay the investment for the later aircraft. 

But programmed with what is in the 2013 budget does keep the 
P-3s program on track, and will ultimately result in 14 re-winged 
aircraft adding another additional 20 years and 15,000 service life 
hours to each of those re-winged aircraft. 

It was always our plan at some point not to re-wing the last two 
aircraft but to retire those. Depending on the near-term consider- 
ations of the budget environment, we may elect to retire those air- 
craft earlier rather than later. 

Mr. Crenshaw. I think it said pending decision. That is the deci- 
sion you are thinking about? 

Mr. Kostelnik. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Crenshaw. If you decide not to, you will just have 14 instead 
of the last two? 

Mr. Kostelnik. Well, now, there is a decision about whether we 
would go for the 12 aircraft. 

Mr. Crenshaw. I got you. But you already plan on doing the 12 
or 13 and 14? You had money in the 2012 budget to do that? You 
have not done it yet? 

Mr. Kostelnik. The money is there. 

Mr. Crenshaw. But you are going to do? And if we do not do 
that 

Mr. Kostelnik. We are currently planning to do that. 

Mr. Crenshaw. Thank you. 

Mr. Aderholt. Ms. Roybal-Allard. 
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ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION: IMMIGRANTS, TREATMENT OF 

Ms. Roybal- Allard. Just to add to the comments that were 
made by Congressman Carter in regards to women, I would just 
also like to point out that we are getting also reports about the 
treatment of unaccompanied children where they are either not 
screened at all or being improperly screened. So I hope that you 
will add that to the list of things to look into and get back to this 
Committee to give a 

Mr. Fisher. Yes, ma’am. 

Ms. Roybal- Allard [continuing]. Report of how that is being 
handled. At last year’s hearing based on reports in the LA Times, 
I asked about a series of deeply troubling abuses by Border Patrol 
agents including multiple cases of rape and assault. 

Since then, according to an NGO report in November of last year, 
there were credible reports of immigrants continuing to be threat- 
ened with physical violence, unlawfully deprived of their property, 
and denied food or water for extended periods of time. 

Chief Fisher, I know that you take these allegations very seri- 
ously. I also know that you face many challenges in training and 
overseeing the Border Patrol workforce which has expanded dra- 
matically in recent years. 

But can you please highlight the steps that you are taking to ad- 
dress any of these abuses and kind of training that is being done? 

Mr. Fisher. Certainly, Congresswoman. I can tell you first and 
foremost as the Chief of the United States Border Patrol, I require 
all Border Patrol agents to enforce the laws that Congress passes 
within the Constitution with a degree of consistency and with com- 
passion. That is up front. 

And as we train Border Patrol agents and are bound by rules 
and regulations, we do not do our enforcement actions without 
those provisions. 

And when I was in the field and continue to do so here in Wash- 
ington working with NGOs and others, I tell them, you know, to 
the extent that they hear of these allegations of misconduct, which 
are true, we do take all of those very seriously. 

As a matter of fact, we turn all of those allegations of misconduct 
over to the Office of Inspector General. We do not do those in 
house. We do not have our own investigations. We turn those over 
to an independent third party to investigate. 

And what I tell them is when I hear those allegations either here 
in headquarters or heard them when I was in the field, and the 21 
chiefs that are out there hear this as well — and I reinforced this 
just recently at a chiefs’ conference out in Phoenix a few months 
ago — is to make sure that we get all the relevant information so, 
in fact, when we do turn those allegations of misconduct over to the 
investigators, they have a starting spot to start getting and doing 
their fact checking. 

And I will hold every Border Patrol agent accountable to those 
standards that I just articulated. 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. Do you know how many investigations are 
ongoing right now? 

Mr. Fisher. I do not, no. 
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PORTS OF ENTRY: APPREHENSIONS 

Ms. Roybal- Allard. This is both for Chief Fisher and Mr. 
McAleenan; is that correct? Okay. 

Secretary Napolitano has stated that the enforcement directives 
outlined in a memo by ICE Director Morton are well-reasoned pri- 
orities that are to govern how DHS uses its immigration resources. 

However, it is my understanding that CBP has not yet issued in- 
structions to its personnel on adopting the Morton memo. 

And can you explain why that is and when you intend to do that? 

Mr. Fisher. Certainly. I will go first if that is okay 

Mr. McAleenan. Sure. 

Mr. Fisher [continuing]. Mr. McAleenan. I can tell you that since 
Director Morton issued his prosecutorial discretion memo, as early 
as November of the past year, I did issue some further guidance 
to the field leadership in terms of what that meant specifically 
within Border Patrol operations. 

And I will tell you very succinctly the way that we operate this 
is when we make apprehensions anywhere along the border, we 
first have the requirement to be able to identify and classify these 
individuals. 

It is different than people walking up to a legitimate port of 
entry, be it the land border or the airport, and providing docu- 
mentation requesting admittance into the United States. 

The vast majority of individuals that Border Patrol agents en- 
counter do not have any forms of identification. So we have no idea 
generally in the field on who these individuals are, what their 
backgrounds are, or the extent to which they may pose a threat to 
this country. 

Subsequent to the arrest, when we take these individuals back 
into generally a Border Patrol station, we will run a systems check 
using biometrics. We will gather biographical information to be 
able to ascertain the level of threat individuals pose to really line 
up what final disposition that we are going to offer. 

And generally in those cases under the protection of the laws and 
under the protection of due process, the individuals have the ability 
to either determine — and this is very simplistic, by the way — 
whether they want to in contiguous countries return to their coun- 
try of origin voluntarily, a voluntary return, or if, in fact, they at 
their request want to see an immigration judge. 

And in all cases, we work this along with ICE if, in fact, there 
is going to be a detention disposition depending upon which course 
of action they require. And we continue to do that today, and that 
was referenced in my direction to the field. 

Ms. Roybal- Allard. Did you want to answer that or 

Mr. McAleenan. Just very briefly. From our perspective at the 
ports of entry on the discretion piece, we do not have as much dis- 
cretion under the Immigration Nationality Act. We do not have the 
authority to admit an inadmissible person. And it is a very rare cir- 
cumstance where we encounter individuals in the interior as part 
of our operations. So it is a little bit different. I agree with every- 
thing Chief Fisher said. 

Ms. Roybal- Allard. And actually my next question is directed 
at Mr. McAleenan. I really remain concerned that we are really not 
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devoting enough resources to our ports of entry, the land border 
crossings. 

And according to the Department of Justice, the vast majority of 
the cocaine, methamphetamine, marijuana, and heroin that enters 
our country comes through these border check points. Yet, accord- 
ing to DHS estimates, the criminal apprehension rate is only 28 
percent at these check points. 

This lack of resources is also hurting American business. Accord- 
ing to the Texas Border Coalition, which is a group of business and 
government leaders, additional funding is badly needed to combat 
the drug cartels and to better facilitate the flow of goods and people 
through these entry points. 

So given your success in screening other sectors of the border, 
what shifts in resources do you recommend that this Subcommittee 
make to more effectively address the flow of drugs and to better fa- 
cilitate? 

Mr. Aderholt. If you could be brief in your answer, we are run- 
ning out of time, but go ahead and answer this one. But if you 
could just sort of be brief and summarize quickly. 

Mr. McAleenan. Absolutely, sir. 

Yes. Obviously staffing and our layered enforcement approach at 
ports of entry is a critical aspect of our stopping narcotics from en- 
tering our country. And ports of entry are a preferred route to some 
degree. 

The apprehension rate you reference is an old stat from 2008. It 
is not currently accurate. We would be happy to provide a For Offi- 
cial Use Only level briefing on our current apprehension rates for 
major violations to update you on that. 

[The information follows:] 

Response: A FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY briefing will be provided to Rep. Roybal- 
Allard in an appropriate manner. 

Ms. Roybal- Allard. Okay. I appreciate that. 

BORDER SECURITY 

Mr. Aderholt. Congress has invested billions of dollars in CBP 
since September 11th, in Border Patrol staffing in particular, to a 
record number of 21,370, as has already been mentioned, and pro- 
viding tactical infrastructure along the borders. 

Chief Fisher, I would address this to you. Border Patrol is start- 
ing to get the tools together to do its job in the right way. At least 
that is the belief of this Subcommittee. But as we see it, persistent 
surveillance is one of the most significant gaps remaining in your 
capabilities. 

How would you respond to that? 

Mr. Fisher. Yes, sir. And I would agree, Mr. Chairman. I mean, 
it took us a while, and many thanks to this Committee for identi- 
fying and fulfilling the requirements that were identified for our 
border security mission. 

I will tell you one of the things I have been moving into just over 
the last couple of years, when we looked at the capability that the 
Border Patrol in particular has seen in terms of the increase in 
personnel, the amount of fencing that was required and built along 
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the southwest border, and the infusion of technology, we started 
our strategic shift in terms of what it means for the outyears. 

As it relates to persistent surveillance, one of the things that we 
have been looking at over the last year or so and as part of this, 
one of the strategic shifts within our strategic plan is, and I am not 
of the opinion as the chief of the Border Patrol in talking with the 
field chiefs over these last couple of years, that it is a requirement 
to have persistent surveillance everywhere along the border. 

When we looked at the 2004 strategy, which was predominantly 
resource based, the mantra of personnel, technology, and infra- 
structure, we started talking in terms of persistent surveillance. 

Persistent surveillance really is not — or the absence of persistent 
surveillance does not necessarily define the vulnerabilities along 
the border. And we look at now shifting from a resource-based ap- 
proach strategy into a risk approach strategy. 

What we look at now is vulnerabilities, and ultimately the risks 
are not necessarily defined in the absence of persistent surveil- 
lance. Really those risks and the extent to which you look at 
vulnerabilities are really directly proportionate, and I would sug- 
gest, ultimately defined by threat, not necessarily that we have to 
have a camera or Border Patrol agent 24/7 looking at a spot of ter- 
rain. 

So as we shift from our tactical approach to forward deployed 
and denying terrain, what we look at now is those areas along the 
border where persistent surveillance does make sense. 

There are going to be areas along our border — matter of fact, in 
working with Mr. Borkowski in identifying some of those locations, 
we are always going to need persistent surveillance. And I would 
suggest that is going to be not all across 1,900 miles of border to 
our south nor would it apply in many cases along our Canadian 
border. 

What we have to be able to do is understand that the informa- 
tion first and foremost, and parenthetically you can read an intel- 
ligence, and understand how we integrate both in terms of plan- 
ning and execution with our Federal, State, local, tribal partners 
as well as our ability to rapidly respond if, in fact, information indi- 
cates that an area along the border is a higher risk area. 

And so we look at persistent surveillance. We are not going to 
continue to say, well, this area is quote, unquote secure because we 
have a camera that is posted there 24/7. 

AIR assets: surveillance capabilities 

Mr. Aderholt. Let me just interrupt there. Talk about air assets 
and how important they are overall. 

Mr. Fisher. Air assets are critically important to a Border Patrol 
agent. It was not too long ago that I myself was working in Lagos 
Canyons and just waiting, you know, on a tracking operation by 
myself to hear the rotor blades coming up overhead. 

They provide a valuable resource both in terms of providing de- 
tection capability to have our eyes in a forward position and also 
to provide air and ground support to Border Patrol agents. And the 
payloads and the technology just over the last few years, it is in- 
credible. 
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As a matter of fact, we are deploying some new technology called 
VADER, which is a vehicle and dismount exploitation radar. That 
is a capability to track multiple targets to act as a queing mecha- 
nism for Border Patrol agents to then respond to some of those. 

Mr. Aderholt. Which of the air assets do you think is most ef- 
fective? 

Mr. Fisher. Most effective? Well, I do not know that I would pick 
one. I think it is the right combination of the type of air assets. 

For instance, if you have an unmanned aerial system [UAS] that 
can look forward and deep and provide us advanced warning on the 
approach of what threats are coming to the border, that is critically 
important. 

To be able to get to some of those remote areas in the absence 
of border roads, then I would say the UH-60 helicopter gets a team 
in and puts them on the ground. 

There is a whole series of types of capabilities that the General 
has brought to bear over the last few years. And I would not sug- 
gest that one in and of itself is the most critical. 

It is our capability to take a look at each unique capability that 
each one of those aircraft provides and then be able to assess how 
we optimize those in groups along with the other technology that 
we have on the ground. 

Mr. Aderholt. Okay. Mr. Price. 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Let me just continue your line of questioning because one of the 
striking things about this budget, and I think a warning sign that 
perhaps we need to heed, is the reduction in critical Air and Ma- 
rine assets as I indicated in my opening statement. I would just 
like to ask you to elaborate on this. And this does go back also to 
the earlier questions. The numbers in this budget for SBI are re- 
duced, but it still is a sizeable request. $327 million is still a size- 
able investment, particularly with $800 million in the pipeline as 
I understand it. 

So I do not know if that is the explicit tradeoff we should be look- 
ing at, but in a budget like this, you are looking at any and all 
tradeoffs, I think. And I am wondering how these priorities were 
set. 

General Kostelnik, I suppose this should go to you in terms of 
the Air and Marine assets that we are talking about overall. Your 
annual flight hours are anticipated to drop from 106,644 in 2010 
to 65,000 in this request. That on the face of it appears to be a sig- 
nificant reduction. 

If the procurements are halved this year which I think is what 
we are talking about here, what impact will this have on GBP oper- 
ations in the years to come? 

And then let me just ask you to comment on the multi-enforce- 
ment aircraft (MEA) in particular. Because of the delays in MEA 
procurement in part due to a change in aircraft since the vendors 
stopped making the original one, there is going to be a break in the 
production of this critical asset. So what are you doing and what 
do you think you need to do to get the MEAs back on track or does 
this $20.5 million in your request take care of that? 
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Mr. Kostelnik. Well, there is a long story that Committee staff 
is well familiar with the acquisition program. And, of course, we 
have the fleet that we have. 

So we over the last 6 years have walked a fine line of reinforcing 
and sustaining the old aircraft. They are still viable with new tech- 
nology and then adding selected new technologies in the area of the 
UAVs [unmanned aerial vehicles], the MEAs, and M model Black 
Hawks to keep ourselves on the leading edge. 

The Chief is right and our target, and he talked to the operators 
out in the field, truly our hours are going down. We do not have 
enough O&M to meet the flying hour requirements for the aircraft 
and the mission sets that we have today. 

Your facts are spot on. Our peak flying program was about 
106,000 mission hours in 2010, and we are forecasting in 2013 the 
hours will be about 65,000. That is about a 30-percent reduction in 
our capability, and it is significant. 

Now, offsetting that is that the aircraft that are delivered in that 
capability are better. We talked about the P-3s, new systems on 
the dome, and new systems on the long-range tracker. We have M 
model Black Hawks now in service that are augmenting the A mod- 
els, and these are more readily available and more dependable, you 
know, better systems. 

We talked about the main awareness, and although Mr. 
Borkowski provides the land piece, the Chief is right about the tar- 
geting. On the air piece, although the numbers are about the same 
in terms of aircraft that we had in 2005, the capabilities are far 
superior. 

In the old days, the Border Patrol flew light 0H6s. No real sensor 
capabilities. All those aircraft have since been retired and been re- 
placed with world-class A star helicopters, all of which carry a for- 
ward-looking infrared system that is fully connected to agents on 
the ground and other connectivity. 

And as you know, we operate the most capable UAS in any 
homeland on the world stage. We are the second-largest operator 
in the world of the Predator and the only operator of the Guardian 
systems. 

Those aircraft flew nightly. They all flew last night from four dif- 
ferent operating locations around the country. And we target them 
through smart intelligence working with the field commanders to 
put those assets where we need them. 

So if we looked at the broader picture, and our O&M funding is 
actually up slightly in 2013, but if you look at what is happening 
in the real world around us: gas prices. If you do not like the price 
at the pump for cars, the price at the pump for aircraft is much 
more significant. 

So the cost of operation in these times go up. And all of those 
things over time manifest itself Plus, in our history, as we ac- 
quired the UAVs, we never really acquired the O&M to effectively 
operate the size of the fleet that we have. 

Mr. Price. My time is expired. Thank you. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Culberson. 

BORDER CROSSINGS: INTERCEPTS AND ARRESTS 

Mr. Culberson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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My apologies for running a little bit late, but it is a pleasure to 
have you here, sir. I know how dedicated you and all of your offi- 
cers, all of you guys are to enforcing the law, securing the border, 
protecting our country and our families. We deeply appreciate the 
sacrifice and the risks that you take. 

It is so impressive to get out in the field and see what you all 
have to face every day and in the dead of night. And in the Tucson 
sector in particular. Chief, where I notice you have got a long his- 
tory from the Tucson sector that has been particularly dangerous, 
it is all maintenance. 

But particularly in the Tucson sector, which is sort of like a 
super highway because of the absence of check points until re- 
cently, the lack of prosecutions in particular have been a problem. 

Chief, in front of you, you have got a list that I prepared. I know 
I have given this to Members of the Committee in the past. These 
are numbers that I pulled together over the years. 

You know, my staff and I personally have been trying to figure 
out of the people that you actually arrest, that you intercept, how 
many of, you know, those folks that you actually arrest are the De- 
partment of Justice actually prosecuting? 

But before I get into that, let me ask you. Chief, what is your 
best estimate of out of every hundred people that cross the border, 
how many of those do you estimate are being intercepted or ar- 
rested by Border Patrol officers, ten out of a 100? 20? 30? 

Mr. Fisher. Could you rephrase the question, please? 

Mr. Culberson. Yes, sir. I am just trying to get a handle on 
what percentage of those who cross the border do you think the 
Border Patrol actually intercepts and arrests. You know, a good 
ballpark estimate based on your experience and knowledge, is it 
ten out of a 100, 20 out of a 100, 30 out of a 100? 

Mr. Fisher. Well, Congressman, I would say it would really de- 
pend on the area. 

Mr. Culberson. Sure. 

Mr. Fisher. I can tell you when I was in San Diego with 60 
miles of border, given that infrastructure and the deployment den- 
sity and the work that we have done with our Federal, State, and 
local partners, the apprehension, what we call the effectiveness 
ratio (how many people came in, and of that number, you know, 
how many people did you apprehend were turned back), I can tell 
you that number was high. 

But, again, it depends on which sector 

Mr. Culberson. Sure. 

Mr. Fisher [continuing]. Of the border you are talking about. 

Mr. Culberson. Let’s say San Diego ballpark. 40 percent? 

Mr. Fisher. I think San Diego would be higher than 40 percent, 
sir. 

Mr. Culberson. 50 percent? 

Mr. Fisher. Well, if you are just talking over the land, there are 
also threats around the litorals, as we start seeing the criminal or- 
ganizations shift their tactics as they have over the last couple of 
years 

Mr. Culberson. Sure. 

Mr. Fisher [continuing]. And so as they are going out now over 
100 miles west off the coast and landing in places as far north as 
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LA and Malibu, it is very difficult to ascertain what that unknown 
number is. 

Mr. Culberson. Sure. 

Mr. Fisher. And I certainly would not want to hazard a guess 
or give you any estimates. 

Mr. Culberson. And I want to stretch. You have got no better 
friend. This whole Committee, we are behind 

Mr. Fisher. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Culberson [continuing]. You 100 percent, sir. And I am not 
fussing. You guys are risking your lives here. You know, you are 
really doing everything within your power to intercept them. I am 
not being critical. 

What I am leading up to is if you look at these prosecution 
rates 

Mr. Fisher. Uh-huh. 

Mr. Culberson [continuing]. This is out of your control. This is 
done by the U.S. Department of Justice and you do your best to get 
people prosecuted. 

I know my good friend. Judge Carter, who served — how many 
years on the bench. Judge? 

Mr. Carter. 20 . 

Mr. Culberson. 20 years. If an arrest was made, for example, 
you represented when you were a district judge in Williamson 
County, if I may, just as an aside, just as an example, for example. 
Judge, if the Williamson County Sheriffs Department made an ar- 
rest, what percentage of the people arrested by the Sheriffs De- 
partment in Williamson County, what percentage of those would be 
prosecuted? 

Mr. Carter. 80. 

Mr. Culberson. Eighty percent. And that is a key point because 
the officers — the folks that you intercept, estimate, let’s say Tuc- 
son, you worked in Tucson, what percentage of those that cross in 
Tucson are intercepted? Probably ten or twenty percent, right? 

Mr. Fisher. It is probably higher depending upon what sector. It 
is a large state. It is about 260 miles of border, sir. 

Mr. Culberson. It is going to be what? Would you say ten or 
twenty percent? 

Mr. Fisher. I think it would be higher than that, sir. 

Mr. Culberson. 30 percent? 

Mr. Fisher. Again, it is hard for me to estimate a guess 

Mr. Culberson. Okay. 

Mr. Fisher [continuing]. Unless we are talking specific areas. 

Mr. Culberson. Why don’t we say for the sake of argument, we 
will say it is — I will certainly give you guys the benefit of the 
doubt — about 40 percent on average up and down the whole border. 

Mr. Fisher. Hypothetically, I will work with that, sir. 

Mr. Culberson. Okay. Forty percent. If you look at the numbers 
I will give you, and I have shared this with the Committee before 
and I am going to pass it on again, this is the root of our problem, 
Mr. Chairman and Committee Members. These officers are risking 
their lives, busting their chops to arrest these guys. 

And unlike any other part of the United States where, for exam- 
ple, in Williamson County or in Alabama, Mr. Chairman, or in 
North Carolina or Massachusetts, anywhere in the country, Flor- 
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ida, your local police department arrests somebody, you have got 80 
or 90 percent chance those guys are going to be prosecuted by a 
grand jury and the district attorney. 

These poor men and women of the Border Patrol, you bust your 
chops out there in the dead of night, snakes, you know, all the 
other hazards intercepting these killers, these human smugglers, 
slavers, pirates coming into the country, look at the prosecution 
rate. 

The people that you are intercepting in the Tucson sector, for ex- 
ample, the U.S. Department of Justice is only prosecuting 14.5 per- 
cent. Yeah. And they are saying that they are intercepting 200,000 
people. And let’s say even for the sake of argument, that rep- 
resents — in Tucson, I guarantee most of them are getting through. 

And I do not want to pin you down on the record, sir, because 
I do not want any adverse reflection on any of your officers, but 
even if that is 40 percent, 10 percent would be 21,000 times six. 
It is going to be at least 180,000 are getting through and then you 
are only prosecuting 15 percent of those. And you can do the math. 
That, you know, looks like about 84 percent of the people that your 
officers arrest, they are home in time for dinner. 

I mean, I was out there in Tucson and those guys are literally — 
at one point, the U.S. attorney, and I appreciate the time, Mr. 
Chairman, because this is such a critical point — when I visited the 
Tucson sector a couple years ago, the U.S. Attorney there had actu- 
ally issued verbal — they are too smart to do it in writing, but ver- 
bally the U.S. Attorney, Mr. Chairman, had told the Border Patrol 
Sector Chief in the Tucson area that they would not prosecute any- 
body that was carrying a load of less than 500 pounds. And all the 
loads in the evidence room in Tucson were all 488 pounds, 490 
pounds, 470. I mean, it took the smugglers, he said, about 48 hours 
to figure out the new procedure. So the only thing the smuggler 
was out of was about three hours of time and the load. And he was 
home in time for dinner as a general rule. And it drove your offi- 
cers crazy. 

The prosecution rate is a real problem, would you agree, sir, to 
get the U.S. Attorney to prosecute people that you arrest? It is a 
real problem. 

Mr. Fisher. It is challenging in some judicial districts, but I 
would not characterize it across the southwest border that way, no. 

Mr. Culberson. That is correct in the Del Rio sector where 
Judge Alia Ludlum has truly implemented the streamline program. 

And, Mr. Chairman, and finally in the Tucson and the El Paso 
and Del Rio, they are prosecuting 56 percent and in El Paso 65 per- 
cent and the result has been safe streets. The local community 
strongly supports this program. And it is something that we in 
Congress, Mr. Chairman, and community members need to do our 
part. 

I am on the CJS with you, Mr. Chairman, and I am looking for- 
ward to working with you to get the U.S. Attorney to back these 
fine men and women up and force existing law which is six months 
in jail for a first offense. And you can do it with the full support 
of the local community because everybody likes safe streets. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you, Mr. Culberson. 
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Mr. Olver. 


ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION: APPREHENSIONS 

Mr. Olver. You would think I would learn the first time. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Culberson has raised a number of questions that I am sort 
of going to this round. I think we can probably put together a co- 
herent set of questions if we worked on it together in the interest 
of that. 

But in the previous testimony, you had told me that there were 
2,000 roughly on the Canadian border and 18,000 Border Patrol on 
the southern border. 

Do you keep yearly records as to how many illegals are appre- 
hended on each of the borders? 

Mr. Fisher. Yes, sir, we do. 

Mr. Olver. You do? Well, that is good. 

A colleague of ours spoke last night on the floor and commented 
and gave some data around Maine where there were about fewer 
than 100 that were apprehended in a recent two-year period and 
on the Arizona border, a number very close to what Mr. Culberson 
was speaking of, something like 250,000 were being apprehended 
there. 

That is a proportion that I cannot make the connection with how 
many total on the Canadian border, but I would love to see data, 
a table of the data that you say you have year by year for total ap- 
prehensions on the Canadian border of illegal immigrants trying to 
enter and what it would be on the four States on the southern bor- 
der as we have gone through before. 

Now, in his comments last night, he was saying that more than 
50 percent of all the illegals coming in were on the Arizona border 
alone and that — he did not even include the Yuma section. He was 
talking about only the Tucson section which narrows it down quite 
a bit. 

So the data for a period of years would show, and I do not know 
that I would want you to do a massive effort, but if the data are 
all there, it would be interesting for Members to see what that ap- 
prehension situation looks like. 

[The information follows:] 
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Illegal Alien Apprehensions From Mexico By Fiscal Year (Oct 1st through Sept. 30th) 
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Mr. Olver. You in your written testimony said, and I am 
quoting, Border Patrol apprehension is a key indicator that illegal 
immigration had decreased 53 percent since fiscal year 2008 and 
are less than one-fifth of what they were at their peak in the year 
2000. Now, that is an 80 percent decrease from 2000 in total, but 
a 53 percent increase just from 2008 alone. 

So charts of those data for those different states over a ten-year 
period going back to 2000, that is a twelve-year period, I guess, 
would be really very dramatic in showing that you are doing a 
major good job. 

But I am wondering if those data would not show that one has 
a hugely greater number of patrol agents on the Canadian border 
than there are apparently needed in borders where the numbers 
are so great. 

And let me just say I wanted to — my real question was, the Ari- 
zona border from what I heard last night at a time when I was 
paying much greater attention to something else, his point was 
that much of the border in the Tucson area particularly, Arizona 
in total was public land. Department of Agriculture land. Depart- 
ment of Interior land and there must be a considerable amount 
which is, of course, tribal land which is nominally under Interior, 
but has its, I guess, its own — can you tell — tell us something about 
the problems you have on the Arizona border because of public 
land and how you are dealing with it. 

Mr. Fisher. Yes, Congressman, it does present some unique chal- 
lenges in terms of, you know, where we patrol, the Arizona, Tucson 
sector specifically, probably the area most along the border where 
we see public lands. 

But I can tell you that right now just over this last year, the Tuc- 
son sector represents approximately 40 percent of the total activity 
along the southwest border, not 50 percent. It is about a year or 
two back where it did represent about 50 percent of the apprehen- 
sions. 

But the Border Patrol agents who work in the Tucson sector 
work with the local land managers, whether it is with the Depart- 
ment of Interior and their counterparts, and in most instances do 
have access. 

And we do have memoranda of understanding with those other 
departments and agencies who allow access to Border Patrol agents 
in the event that they have to go on public lands to do their en- 
forcement mission. 

Mr. Culberson. Mr. Chairman, if I could add something very 
briefly. 

If the gentleman would yield just very briefly. 

It is beyond the public lands. It is the Indian nations in Tucson. 

Mr. Olver. Well, I mentioned tribal lands. 

Mr. Culberson. Oh, excuse me. 

Mr. Olver. I did include tribal lands. 

But your only jurisdiction is within 100 miles of the border, is 
that the case, on the land borders? 

Mr. Fisher. No, sir, it is not limited to that. Matter of fact, if 
you look at some of the check points and some of the stations and 
some of those tracking operations, it is not just limited, but pre- 
dominantly that is where we do operate within those hundred 
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miles to be able to set up our defense in-depth deployments to some 
of those areas. 

And it does include predominantly a very large area of the west 
desert, which is the Tohono O’Odham Nation. And we work in co- 
operation with the police department there as well. 

Mr. Olver. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Carter. 

CASH SEIZURES 

Mr. Carter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I have got a bunch of questions I am going to try to get in on 
time. 

First, what happens to your cash profiteers when you seize the 
cash? 

Mr. Fisher. Generally we turn those over to another investiga- 
tive agency. Generally it is ICE that would then take that as evi- 
dence and then continue with their investigations, but it is not 

Mr. Carter. And then is that turned over to the prosecutors? 
When it forfeits, who gets it? 

Mr. McAleenan. When it is forfeited, it goes to the Treasury 
Asset Forfeiture Fund and then it is disbursed across government 
based on a prioritized schedule. We do get some of that funding 
back to invest in infrastructure and enforcement operations. 

Mr. Carter. If you seize a million bucks and you send it up the 
line, you seized it, you have done your job, and this new prosecu- 
torial discretion decides they are not going to prosecute, they still 
forfeit that money. 

Does the prosecutor’s office get a piece of that money? 

Mr. McAleenan. Congressman, the Treasury Department man- 
ages that fund and how it is disbursed. I believe it is an equitable 
formula that goes across the interdictors, the investigators, and the 
prosecutor. 


AIR assets: protective measures 

Mr. Carter. It might be interesting if they do not prosecute, 
they do not get the money. 

We talked about air support. There was a time when I was on 
this Committee when we were having a big hooray about the fact 
that all the helicopters were in Arizona. I think all may have been 
true at that time. I am not sure. But all the helicopters were in 
Arizona. 

And I asked the question, okay, so when you spot them with the 
helicopter, do you go down and pick them up. Oh, no, no. We drop 
food and water which kind of was contrary to my view of law en- 
forcement. 

But, anyway, we have got a lot more air resources now. Praise 
God for that. And we have a quick response situation. 

Now, we read at least in the Texas newspapers that sometimes 
you guys have some pretty hairy fire fights when you run across 
some of these drug guys that are armed and they shoot up the 
world. 

Does the air response have the ability to fire back at these peo- 
ple? I guess. General, let me ask you that. Are you just seeking, 
spotting, and identifying? 
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Mr. Kostelnik. Our law enforcement entitlements kind of dic- 
tate what the use of force is. But, no, we are able to engage in air- 
to-ground protective measures when necessary. And we do carry, 
you know, long rifles of sufficient caliber. 

The maritime role this past year, past couple years, we put the 
50-caliber rifle on that to participate in helping with narcotics 
interdictions on the go fast boats. 

Mr. Carter. To blow out the motors, right? 

Mr. Kostelnik. We are not anti-personnel, but in a defensive 
mode, we would use air capabilities to protect agents on the 
ground, certainly. 

Mr. Carter. Well, you know, we are generally out-gunned on the 
water and I would like to see my law enforcement officers have suf- 
ficient backup support from the air if they need it to call in for help 
because we know how effective it is in warfare. And I would like 
those helicopters to do more than watch. 

Mr. Kostelnik. Well, towards that note, and I think the Chief 
alluded to it earlier for special response and high-end engagements, 
specially trained Border Patrol agents, SRT-type capabilities, rou- 
tinely crews on large aircraft. And last year with this Committee’s 
support, we have added four M model Black Hawks. Those are the 
leading-edge army aircraft with combat armor that do have the ca- 
pability to mount larger weapons. 

ROADWAY VEHICLES 

Mr. Carter. Well, I personally think that would be a good idea. 

We talked about quick response. One of the issues on every port 
that I visited and I only visited about — I have not officially visited 
Mexico, but I have been there, but I have visited Arizona and, of 
course, Texas, and roadways — and I know you are doing some 
work. Chief, on developing roadway systems to enhance your abil- 
ity to move. 

When I was in Arizona, that is awful rural country up there. 
How are you doing there on roadways? And with the lack of good 
roadways, which I know you are a champion of, bangs up our vehi- 
cles pretty bad. We are trying to extend the lives of those vehicles 
as we work towards cost savings. 

Any comment on how the lack of getting all the roads we need 
is going to hurt us as we try to extend the lives of these vehicles, 
especially in rough territory? 

Mr. Fisher. Yes, Congressman, that is a really good point. As a 
matter of fact, I can tell you we still submit our requirements to 
the JIATF-North in El Paso, Texas, and a lot of times, they will 
assign engineering battalions that will go out and do everything 
from road improvements. So we continue to work that with our 
partners in the Department of Defense, and really under the border 
command above NORTHCOM, and so those requirements continue 
our border. 

We also took into consideration not just as we are moving into 
2013, but coming up with a rotational system on these vehicles. As 
a matter of fact, it would not be prudent for us to continue to use 
a Suburban, for instance, in those very difficult terrain areas and 
keep it there for the life of the vehicle. It just doesn’t make sense 
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there. Because of the wear and tear, you are not going to get that 
life expectancy out of it. 

So what we are trying to do and what we are doing is have a 
very prudent rotational cycle so that these vehicles, depending 
upon the type, the body frame, and where they are actually located 
so we can start rotating those out sooner to be able to prolong and 
get us to the life cycle that we are looking for in the future. 

Mr. Carter. Good for you, that is good business. 

Mr. Fisher. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Crenshaw. 

AIR assets: P-3 air hours 

Mr. Crenshaw. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chief Fisher, let me ask you kind of a big picture question re- 
lated to the P-3 conversation that we had a minute ago, because 
it sounds like that the money that we appropriated in 2012 hadn’t 
been spent yet but it sounds like it is going to be spent. Thirteen 
pending decisions you are going to decide what to do with those 
last two P-3s. It sounds like maybe you will decide that. And then 
talked about maybe just having 12 instead of 16. 

And so I mean I applaud your effort to do more with less, that 
is what everybody is being asked to do, but numbers do matter. We 
still haven’t solved the problem of having one airplane in two 
places at the same time. 

And so I am just trying to get an understanding if you decided 
to not do the last two, even though the money is being requested, 
how would that impact what you do particularly in this source 
transit zones? I think that is an important — it sounds to me like 
that is very important. Because when you don’t do as well there 
then you have got all the other interdiction that needs to be done 
on kind of a smaller scale. 

And it seems to me the way the government is changing in Mex- 
ico the Navy probably has less and less assets to kind of loan and 
use from time to time, that is putting more and more pressure on 
the so-called workhorse P-3s that you have got. You talked about 
it is hard to pick one over the other, they are all important. 

Talk about the big picture about what would happen for instance 
if you didn’t decide to do the next two, how would that affect the 
flight hours in those source transit zones and how will that impact 
later on the interdiction in other kind of just more normal border 
crossings? 

Mr. Fisher. Yes, Congressman. I will tell you in working with 
the General and his staff — I mean first I will have to be honest 
with you, I am not a big proponent. I didn’t go to the chiefs’ con- 
ference a couple of months ago and tell the 21 chiefs, “Hey, we are 
going to do more with less.” What I did tell them is that we are 
going to accomplish our prioritized mission with what we have. 
And I think the mind set there is we owe the general and others, 
certainly on this Committee, a better approach on how we identify 
our requirements. 

Over the last few years, what the Border Patrol has historically 
done is we request air hours, and we historically have done that. 
We want, you know, a 10-percent increase or we want, you know, 
1,500 air hours per quarter, or whatever it was. And what we are 
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training the workforce to do now is take a look at what the specific 
capability is. 

The other interesting thing that has happened over the years is 
the infusion of other ground technology. Whether it is a Mobile 
Surveillance System that Mr. Borkowski has been able to get out, 
and mobile surveillance capabilities, when we have ground-based 
radar systems, we have unattended ground sensors. We have a 
whole array of technology now and huge capability that quite 
frankly the leadership really hasn’t caught up with. 

When we look at our strategic shift and we talk about optimizing 
capability, that is exactly what we are talking about. 

It is unfair for me as the Chief to continue to ask the General 
to increase flight hours when I don’t provide him with what capa- 
bility in a prioritized fashion those air hours are actually going to 
be able to do. There is a 

Mr. Crenshaw. Well, I mean the air hours I guess would go 
down wouldn’t they, if you still have pending those decisions not 
to extend the life for those last two P-3s would that mean air 
hours went down? I mean because that is what you are looking at 
and that is the impact of what your plans are. 

Mr. Fisher. Well, I am just talking the manner in which we 
state our requirements. Because when the Border Patrol agent 
says, “I need more air hours,” what I am asking them to do is say, 
“Well, do you want that in the form of an overhead Unmanned Aer- 
ial System?” Because that brings a whole different capability than 
a UH-60 with clear capability. It is different than a mobile enforce- 
ment aircraft. It is different than 

Mr. Crenshaw. Well, who decides that? Does the General decide 
that? When you say we need air hours, I mean maybe. General, 
you could comment. It seems to me if somebody is looking for air 
hours in a source transit zone, I guess, the P-3s are doing it. You 
got two less that impacts your air hours, or do the other planes fly 
more? 

Mr. Kostelnik. Well, it is more complicated than that, but we 
have a limited amount of O&M to support all the flying air pro- 
grams, and this year we did reallocate hours from the transit zone 
to higher-priority CBP missions along Arizona and south Texas for 
the spring campaign. It is still a substantial commitment. 

We typically have provided up to 7,200 hours in the past and 
hope to provide about 6,000 hours to the transit zone. 

It is not just simply the aircraft number, because although we’ve 
had 16 aircraft on the ground, 16 of those in 2005 have helped this 
committee in the process of restoring. We have never had more 
than 11 of those aircraft flying since that time. In fact, some air- 
craft are still grounded. 

And having said that, in our peak year that Congressman Price 
noted, we did fly more than 10,000 hours with about those aircraft. 

So we can fly more hours than we are projecting that are needed 
even at the normal commitment with the numbers that we have, 
but you get into aircraft availability, which gives you more flexi- 
bility to cover different geographies, more assurety a particular air- 
plane will be ready to fly, because these airplanes are still fairly 
old, and gives you more time to have some down in commitment. 
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So the number of aircraft where the fleet is 12 all do wing or 14 
all wing or 16 that we have with two that are normally retired, the 
amount of hours we can fly is not limited to the number of aircraft 
12 is sufficient. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Culberson. 

CRIMINAL ALIEN PROSECUTIONS 

Mr. Culberson. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

I want to circle back if I could. Chief, to the prosecution. Com- 
mon sense history, tell us that all the uniformed officers, all patrol 
cars, all the helicopters, all of everything that you do doesn’t mean 
anything if the criminals know that there is no consequence, they 
are going to be picked up and turned loose either immediately or 
in a few hours. 

And if I could, sir, I would love to have your help. If you would 
ask somebody in your staff to take a look at the numbers I have 
given you and help me confirm those. And if I could, sir, ask you 
to look at the sheet I have given you, and I will provide this. 

If I could Mr. Chairman ask that this be made a part of the 
record? 

Mr. Aderholt. Sure. 

[The information follows: ] 
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1 Border Patrol Apprehension and Prosecution Rates by Sector I 




Border Patrol Sector 

FY07 Apprehensions 

FY07 Prosecutions 

FY07 Prosecution Rate 

Rio Grande Valley 

73,430 

6,578 

9% 

Laredo 

56,714 

5,167 

9.11% 

Del Rio 

22,919 

14,464 

63.11% 

Marfa 

6,341 

406 

6.40% 

El Paso 

75,464 

7,031 

9% 

Tucson 

800,000 

11,200 

1,40% 


Yuma 

37,990 

4,005 

10.54% 


El Centro 

55,880 

252 

0.45% 


San Diego 

152,313 

1,074 

0.71% 


TOTAL 

1,281,051 

50,177 

3.92% 






] 

Border Patrol Sector 

FY08 Apprehensions 

FY08 Prosecutions 

FY08 Prosecution Rate 


Rio Grande Valley 

26,968 

3,225 

12% 


Laredo 

17,360 

5,434 

31.30% 


Del Rio 

8,106 

4,538 

55.98% 


Marfa 

2,304 

87 

3.78% 


El Paso 

15,553 

2,416 

16% 

Tucson 

80,000 

316 

0.39% 

Yuma 

5,159 

2,432 

47.14% 

El Centro 

15,208 

103 

0.68% 

1.03% 

San Diego 

54,686 

562 

TOTAL 

225,344 

19,113 

8.48% 









Border Patrol Sector 

FY09 Apprehensions 

FY09 Prosecutions 

FY09 Prosecution Rate 

Rio Grande Valley 

60,989 

Laredo 

40,569 

Del Rio 

17,082 

Marfa 

6,360 



El Paso 

14,999 



1 

Tucson 

241,673 



Yuma 

6,951 



El Centro 

33,521 



San Diego 

118,721 



TOTAL 

540,865 

60,064 

11.11% 

1 








Border Patrol Sector 

FY10 Apprehensions 

FY16 Prosecutions 

FY10 Prosecution Rate 


Rio Grande Valley 

59,766 

10,397 

17.40% 

Laredo 

Del Rio 

35,287 

14,694 

9,063 

8,288 

25.68% 

56.40»/t 


Marfa 

5,288 

759 

14.35% 


El Paso 

12,251 

8,017 

65,44% 


Tucson 

212,202 

30,748 

14.49% 


Yuma 

7,116 

3,342 

46.96% 


El Centro 

32,562 

779 

2% 


San Diego 68,565 

1,870 

2.73% 


TOTAL 

447,731 

73,263 

16.36% 
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Border Patrol Sector 

FY11 Apprehensions 

FY11 Prosecutions 

FY11 Prosecution Rate 


Rio Grande Valley 

59,243 

9,088 

15.34% 


Laredo 

^,053 

9,678 

26.84% 


Del Rio 

16,144 

9,433 

58.43% 

Marfa / Big Bend 

4,036 

950 

23.54% 

El Paso 

10,345 

6,906 

66.76% 


Tucson 

123,285 

32,703 

26.53% 

Yuma 

5,833 

3,163 

54.23% 

El Centro 

30.191 

1,197 

3.96% 

I San Diego 

42,447 

1,857 

4.37% 

jfOTAL 

327,577 

74,975 

22.89% 



Cotnoiled bv the Office of Reo. John Culberson 
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Mr. Culberson. Thank you, sir. And to the best of my knowl- 
edge, we have personally verified this with the U.S. Attorney for 
these sectors, you know, work with the patrol chiefs to try to get 
a handle on how many of the people that you do arrest are being 
prosecuted, and I do need your help in particular in filling out 
2009. We apparently had some trouble getting the numbers for 
2009. 

But what do you need looking at these different sectors. Chief, 
and based on again only if you have got personal knowledge of 
these sectors, what is holding you back? What do you need in these 
different sectors to help improve the prosecution rate? 

For example, Mr. Chairman, I know it is possible because of our 
work together on CJS that the Border Patrol is because Congress 
has been very generous you guys have got, you know, you know 
your numbers, personnel has been plused up pretty significantly. 
We have done everything we can to help you, that you are not 
flush, but you are pretty close to flush in the personnel and fund- 
ing and equipment, et cetera. So the judge in the Del Rio sector, 
for example. Judge Alia Ludlum, whose prosecution rate is at 56.4 
percent in the most recent fiscal year number that we could get, 
the Border Patrol Sector Chief there has enough personnel, Mr. 
Chairman, that they have been able to assign Border Patrol agents 
who get some additional training as assistance to work in the 
courtroom. Essentially almost like prosecutions. I think they actu- 
ally work in support of the U.S. Attorney and the Marshals Service 
in handling these folks to process them and then also on helping 
to present these cases to the judge. She brings them in 30, 40 at 
a time and just cranks through them, and Amnesty International, 
ACLU, they have all given her their best shot. And there really 
aren’t any — I mean they have really done a good job with this. And 
she started Operation Streamline, and you all heard me talk about 
it, because it really works. 

So in the, for example, Del Rio Sector, sir, you are assigning per- 
sonnel to help in a courtroom, that is something you can do in 
other sectors as well, right? And I would like to ask for your help 
in doing so as needed, as requested by the district courts. You 
would be willing to do that? 

Mr. Fisher. Yes, and in many locations we do it. It is not just 
to do lawyers’ work. Border Patrol agents — and I certainly resem- 
ble this remark — I am not that smart to do that, sir, to be honest 
with you. 

What we do is we have our prosecution units that are co-located 
at the U.S. Attorney’s Office, so we can make sure that we get all 
the information from the field and be able to present it to the 
United States Attorney or certainly the AUSA [Assistant United 
States Attorney] to be able to do those cases. 

ASSISTANT UNITED STATES ATTORNEY 

Mr. Culberson. And it can actually help in the courtroom. 

Mr. Fisher. We will do whatever is asked, sir. 

Mr. Culberson. Yes, sir. 

See, Mr. Chairman, there is a great way to us to help the DOJ, 
because you know, we are short of money, short of personnel, and 
for the DOJ on our other Subcommittee, but again, the Border Pa- 
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trol is close to flush and they have got plenty of personnel, and if 
I could ask the Chairman’s help and the Committee’s help and our 
expert staff and your help, sir, in figuring out where you have got 
personnel that you could assign in some of those courtrooms up 
and down the southern border and we can help supplement the 
work of the Department of Justice in improving these prosecution 
rates. 

That would be a big help to increase the prosecution rate 
wouldn’t it, sir? It certainly helps in those sectors where you are 
doing it. 

Mr. Fisher. And to the extent it wouldn’t detract from our pri- 
ority mission 

Mr. Culberson. Of course. 

Mr. Fisher [continuing]. I would suggest that that we would look 
into that and work with the committee to look into that, sir. 

Mr. Culberson. That would be terrific. 

What else do you need in looking at some of those other sectors, 
sir, where the prosecution rate is low? Could you give the Com- 
mittee some guidance on where we might help you direct resources, 
personnel, et cetera to help bring up these prosecution rates? 

Looking at the sheet in front of you do any of these sectors jump 
out at you as areas where we might help you? 

Mr. Fisher. Certainly, and I will try to be brief because I think 
it gives us an opportunity to work with you, sir, and your staff in 
a broad context. 

First, I would like to address — you had mentioned 2009. I have 
been looking for 2009 numbers within our own systems and each 
of the — apparently there was a technology glitch from what the IT 
folks told me, that is my word and not theirs, in terms of our in- 
ability to extract information as it relates to ENFORCE and 
IDENT for that year. So 

Mr. Culberson. That is why there is a gap. 

Mr. Fisher. That is why, we just don’t have the ability to extract 
that level of information just in that particular year. 

But generally when you look at prosecutions in and of them- 
selves, I would not agree that just increasing prosecutions in these 
other judicial districts, even if we were able to, would be the right 
approach for a variety of reasons, none of which I will go into now 
just for the sake of time. 

I would, however, like to extend an opportunity to brief you and 
your staff on consequence delivery of which the prosecution within 
the United States District Courts are a part of that process, but it 
is not the elixir force, it is not necessarily the consequence that is 
going to give us the operational effect we are looking for. 

For example, when people look at Operation Streamline, gen- 
erally the recent successes that we’ve seen over the years in places 
like Del Rio were only successful when the levels of activity were 
so low that the input, and I believe the work with the courts, was 
manageable. 

We also look at prosecution, and generally you are right, in a lot 
of the statutes up to six months incarceration, but in fact when you 
look at the actual time served in places like Tucson, the average 
time served for an individual who is prosecuted in the U.S. Attor- 
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ney’s Office under a broad eight United States Code is generally 
two to three days. 

We have our ability to look at other consequences, not just pros- 
ecution, and our consequence delivery system was set up to do just 
that, sir. We would be happy to share that with you and your staff 
at your convenience. 

[The information follows:] 

Response: CBP provided a briefing with Rep. Culberson’s staff on March 23, 2012. 

Mr. Culberson. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Aderholt. Maybe you could get with them, I think that 
would be ideal. 

Mr. Culberson. Thank you. 

WORKFORCE STAFFING MODEL 

Mr. Aderholt. We are going to do a quick third round, if we 
could just do abbreviated, maybe just everyone on one quick ques- 
tion, and if I could ask you just because we are running short on 
time when you do answer your question keep it succinct so we can 
move on and so everyone can ask one more brief question. 

Mr. McAleenan, let me start with you. Managing Field Operation 
staffing, those needs are certainly a significant challenge. 

The Subcommittee has requested submission of the workforce 
staffing model developed by CBP to better discuss how CBP sees 
its needs and addresses these challenges. We have not received it 
yet. Where is the workforce staffing model currently? 

Mr. McAleenan. Congressman, we have been working very hard 
on the workforce staffing model in our congressional report in re- 
sponse. That report titled, “Resource Optimization at Ports of 
Entry,” is in the final approval process of the Administration. We 
hope to be able to share it with you in the coming weeks and are 
eager to work with your staff on it. 

That report will highlight the transformation issues we are un- 
dertaking to innovate how we do business on the border, auto- 
mating old forms, incorporating technology to streamline our core 
processes, and really looking at trusted travel programs that focus 
our limited resources on the highest risk. To me, it is more efficient 
and effective to mitigate the need to additional staffing. 

Mr. Aderholt. So you think within the next 30 days we would 
have that? 

Mr. McAleenan. That is our sincere intent. We have gone 
through all the rounds of editing with the Department and 0MB. 

Mr. Aderholt. I understand the model will likely assert a need 
for significant numbers of some CBP officers; is that correct? 

Mr. McAleenan. Yes, sir, the model weighs about 100 different 
processes and factors, the timing it takes to do them, the volumes 
we are seeing, and the number of enforcement actions, and it 
comes up with a projected number that we need to accomplish our 
mission effectively. 

Mr. Aderholt. Okay. 

I said I would be brief, so Mr. Price? 
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AIR ASSETS: 2013 FUNDING 

Mr. Price. Mr. Chairman, I will also be brief, although I do want 
to ask for one quick follow up to the General and then to ask Chief 
Fisher to elaborate a bit on this recent agreement with the Depart- 
ment of Defense about air assets and National Guard assets on the 
border. 

But General, we got cut off earlier on our exchange with regard 
to the Air and Marine assets, so I just want to give you a chance 
to comment quite specifically on the impact of this recap organiza- 
tion. 

All the reductions that we are talking about come from procure- 
ment that has been cut in half. You are aware our Committee has 
regularly enhanced funding for Air and Marine assets trying to 
keep recapitalization on track. For example, in 2012 we included 
additional funding for one new MEA. So with a large decrease in 
2013, this recapitalization schedule, would appear to be quite hard 
to maintain and I want to give you a chance to comment directly 
on that. 

Mr. Kostelnik. Well, it is going to be difficult; it has forced us 
to prioritize our investments between new acquisitions and sustain 
an activity. 

So with the proposal in 2013 much like the added funds you gave 
us in 2012, investments are going toward the same targets to keep 
the Service Life Extension Program on track for the P-3 and for the 
reasons that we talked about here, to continue the upgrade to 
Black Hawks. The chief talked about how everybody out in the 
field knows how important the Black Hawks are to our mission. We 
have 16 A model aircrafts. We are in the process of upgrading A’s 
to L’s. The committee gave us extra money for another Black Hawk 
investment, which is going to allow us to put another three A mod- 
els into that system. 

So we have funded with the 2013 investments, which also in- 
cluded another A-to-L conversion. Six of the Black Hawks will be 
recovered in addition to the four A models. 

With regard to the MEA in particular, we would have had a gap 
in the production line up in Sierra, Nevada, had we had no aircraft 
investment in 2012. You gave us the money for that. Eive of the 
aircraft are at the plant, two are actually in service, and that sixth 
aircraft went on contract 2 weeks ago, so that will keep the produc- 
tion line with the aircraft we have current through next year. 

The funds in 2013 fund another basic aircraft, but it is going to 
be difficult to keep that production line open long term and adds 
to the challenge, because of the industrial base issue. Not just be- 
cause of us, but because of the lack of investment from the DoD. 

So there is a management challenge that causes us to manage 
our investments as a priority both on sustainment to keep the air- 
craft safe and also for investment in keeping us effectively in new 
technology. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Carter. 

AIR assets: work with department of defense 

Mr. Carter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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My good friend, Mr. Price, just mentioned something about an 
agreement using air assets for the National Guard. Could you tell 
me about that agreement? 

Then I have another question. Somebody quickly tell me, are 
you 

Mr. Fisher. Yes, Congressman, when Operation Phalanx was 
taking place in 2011, as you recall, we worked with the Depart- 
ment of Defense using predominantly Title 32 soldiers to provide 
things like entry identification teams along the border as well as 
Intel analysts who were assigned to ICE to help with the criminal 
investigations. 

As we transitioned to 2012 in working with the Department of 
Defense, we amended our requirements to include air mobility as 
a priority requirement. 

And so as we are finishing up, today is actually the last day of 
the transition in February. So starting on or about tomorrow, we 
will be transitioning from up to approximately 1,200 boots that 
were National Guard to approximately 300 that will basically be 
sorting missions both in Arizona and south Texas, and a contingent 
in all the four States will continue to do the intel endless work for 
the criminal investigations. 

Mr. Carter. So you would be working with one asset, you would 
be working with ClOOs? 

Mr. Fisher. No, sir, they would be predominantly helicopters 
very similar in scale and scope to the platforms and technology 
that the General provides to our agents in the field, and there are 
some fixed wings at a very smaller scale in terms of being able to 
deploy and use forward-looking infrared systems very similar to the 
capabilities that GBP has; they are very compatible. 

Mr. Carter. I ask the question because in Texas we are losing 
our C130 wing at Fort Worth for no reason that we can figure out 
and we are trying to stop that from happening. So I wanted to 
know if you wanted to use them. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Olver. 

Mr. Olver. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

At this point I don’t have another question, I just wanted to 
thank the four of you as leaders of your agency, parts of your agen- 
cy, and the nearly 50,000 people in the agency or more than 50,000 
people in the agency for the job that you do for us. 

In my view one of the handful of worst failures of the Congress 
over the last five years is the failure to produce comprehensive im- 
migration reform. We were so close about five years ago when 
President Bush and senators as I remember it mostly about the 
senators. Senator Kennedy and Senator McCain, we were very, 
very close to a comprehensive immigration reform which would 
have made much of what we are talking about today I think a lot 
easier. 

And now today we are farther apart than we were five years ago, 
so I don’t know where we are going, but I just wanted to thank you 
for the work you do. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Dent. 

Mr. Dent. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I guess my question is directed to Mr. Kostelnik. 
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When the Administration analysis pulled back the National 
Guard from the border the DoD promised to provide the same level 
of support, I think at least $60 million in other ways, those other 
ways were largely air support. 

At the time of the announcement DHS and DoD were working 
on a plan that detailed that level of support. So just a few quick 
questions. When will we see the plan? 

Mr. Kostelnik. Actually it is Chief Fisher’s Operation Phalanx 
that he was talking about, and obviously he might have a better 
take on it than I do. 

Mr. Fisher. Thank you. General. We have a plan, sir. We would 
be happy to share that with you and your staff at your conven- 
ience. 

[The information follows:] 

Response: With additional DHS civilian law enforcement assets, including a 
record number of U.S. Border Patrol agents, now in place, the Department of De- 
fense (DOD) mission at the border will transition as part of anew strategic ap- 
proach, adding a number of new multi-purpose aerial assets equipped with the lat- 
est surveillance and reconnaissance capabilities. Additionally, DOD will provide air 
mobility support to the Border Patrol, allowing for faster response capabilities to a 
wide range of activities. The deplo 3 mient of these new DOD technical assets, along 
with the additional DHS personnel on the ground, will enable DOD to reduce the 
number of National Guard troops at the Southwest border while enhancing border 
security. 

The addition of aerial surveillance assets allows the National Guard to continue 
to support DHS while shifting surveillance from fixed sites to mobile ones that can 
quickly match the dynamic environment of the border — a significant enhancement 
in the ability to detect and deter illegal activity at the border — and provide greater 
support to the thousands of men and women involved in border security. 

The transition to the new DOD/DHS strategic approach began in January 2012, 
with additional aviation assets in place by March 1st. The aerial assets, which in- 
clude both rotary and fixed-wing, will provide additional benefits including: 

o Increased ability to operate in diverse landscapes: Operating environments dif- 
fer from sector to sector and even within sectors. An aerial platform provides a 
much greater field of vision for surveillance in places with challenging terrain. 

o Additional deterrence: The additional DOD aerial assets, which establish a 
greater visible presence from a distance to individuals attempting to cross the bor- 
der illegally, coupled with the Border Patrol boots on the ground, will provide even 
greater border deterrence capabilities. 

o A faster response time: The air assets will reduce enforcement response time, 
enabling Border Patrol agents to quickly move from one location to another on short 
notice to meet emerging threats of illegal activity or incursion. Aircraft also provide 
the ability to quickly reach areas in rugged terrain or areas without roads that were 
previously difficult to access. 

o Flexible and adaptive surveillance as opposed to relying on fixed sites. 

DOD and DHS have agreed to an extension through calendar year 2012 of Oper- 
ation Phalanx, not to exceed $60 million dollars or 300 supporting DOD personnel. 
Some of these assets are already being used in the border states, but the $60M is 
funding additional support on top of what is already there. The increased National 
Guard (NG) support is separate and distinct from the support provided through the 
NG state counter-drug programs, and is executed under separate authorities. DOD 
has committed to a combination of Criminal Analyst support and aerial detection 
capacity, to include flexibility in meeting mission requirements: 

• 1,200 hours of aerial detection and monitoring capacity per month. 

• Arizona Support — 360 flight hours (fh)/month 

• Texas Support — 840 fh/month of detection/monitoring 

Criminal Analyst support will include 35 personnel in support of Immigrations 
and Customs Enforcement/Homeland Security Operations split among four states as 
requested: 

• California support: 4 

• Arizona support: 15 

• New MexicoATexas support: 16 
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Mr. Dent. And what level of support has been provided by DoD 
to date? 

Mr. Fisher. Over this past year, again, we are in transition in 
February, so if we are talking this year, calendar year, we were fin- 
ishing up with up to 1,200 National Guardsmen providing support 
to Border Patrol agents predominantly across the southwest bor- 
der. And as you mentioned, we are transitioning right now from 
the interidentification teams, which are very static along the bor- 
der, to air platforms to provide over watch for Border Patrol agents 
in between the ports. 

Mr. Dent. And then I guess I will get on the Civil Air Patrol 
here for a second. The Civil Air Patrol I think is a tremendous 
asset, they are also involved in a lot of training missions along the 
border and can be engaged in DHS missions at a pretty low cost. 

Is the Civil Air Patrol part of the DoD’s support plan and could 
they be? 

Mr. Fisher. Currently under Operation Phalanx, they are not, 
and I don’t know that much about Civil Air Patrol to see if in fact 
that is part of a broader DoD support plan to civilian authority. 

Mr. Kostelnik. And on behalf of the Chief for that because there 
has been, as you know, a relationship with Border Patrol in par- 
ticular with those aircraft and they do provide some unique, you 
know, kind of capabilities. So they can be tasked through JIATF- 
North, not as part of this particular operation, but there are light 
aircraft that they do offer some things for very specific missions, 
and where there are mission needs in those areas, we could and 
would use those. 

Mr. Dent. What are the advantages to use them? Because the 
last I checked there were several hundred planes, pilots, and you 
know 

Mr. Kostelnik. Well, it is a large population. They are typically 
a very small simple aircraft, and they are typically not equipped 
with the special radios and equipment that we use for the high-end 
operation. In the DoD, there have been supportive target missions 
and other general surveillance missions, but the issue we find our- 
selves with today is although they are very inexpensive to operate 
and the crews come for free, we don’t have enough O&M to operate 
much more capable air craft than we have on the border. 

AUTOMATED COMMERCIAL ENVIRONMENT 

Mr. Dent. It seems a pretty low cost solution to me and those 
don’t seem like insurmountable evidence to get some additional air 
assets on the southwest border that you have along with the De- 
partment of the Air Force. 

Now Commissioner Borkowski last year he was taking on the 
role of chief acquisition executive for CBP. As a result he had got- 
ten involved in the Automated Commercial Environment and it is 
a more than ten-year history. It is been short of results, and more 
than $3 billion, I think that is not acceptable. 

Now where is the program now and what will be delivered this 
year? 

Mr. Borkowski. The program this year is closing out the so- 
called Ml functionality, which is a e-Manifest, electronic manifest 
for sea and rail capability. It is currently in operational test and 
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has been piloted, and we expect it should be go live hopefully in 
March. So that has been the focus of the effort recently. 

In addition, of course, we have been doing things. There is a 
functionality that is already in ACE, so updating that functionality 
and maintaining it has been an effort for this past year. 

And then going forward, we want to move to the Cargo Release 
module. What we are in the process of doing is designing kind of 
bite-size chunks for Cargo Release consistent with the priorities of 
the trade community and building those out over the next year, 
year and a half 

Mr. Dent. You know, as you know Congress has been very sup- 
portive of this program. 

And my time has expired. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Culberson. 

AIR assets: unmanned aerial vehicles 

Mr. Culberson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Commissioner Kostelnik, I have had several constituents contact 
me worried about whether the FAA bill contained a revision au- 
thorizing UAVs to be flown over the continental United States. 

Does the Border Patrol control all the UAVs within Homeland 
Security or is there anybody else within Homeland Security that 
controls the operation UAVs? 

Mr. Kostelnik. No, our UAVs are all maintained by Air and Ma- 
rine, and support the Border Patrol and other missions, but they 
are all under our effective control. We are in partnership with the 
Coast Guard as well. 

Mr. Culberson. So all the UAVs controlled by Homeland Secu- 
rity are run by you? 

Mr. Kostelnik. Yes, and these are all the large predator pieces. 

Mr. Culberson. Yes, sir. I visited Fort Huachuca in Arizona sec- 
tor, it is a spectacular operation. Again very frustrating to see the 
videos that you guys have. 

In one case I remember seeing a video taken by one of the UAVs 
of a — literally it looks like a convoy of smugglers coming into the 
United States and the U.S. Attorney cut them all loose and 
wouldn’t prosecute. 

Another one where vehicles were coming in, I forget how much 
you all intercepted, officers at 3 o’clock in the morning risking their 
lives and the U.S. Attorney turned them all loose. Very frustrating. 

How many UAVs do you all operate there out of Fort Huachuca 
now? 

Mr. Kostelnik. In Fort Huachuca, there are four aircraft. We 
have nine aircraft in service, and another aircraft will appear into 
service this summer. 

Mr. Culberson. How many others up and down the border in 
addition to those at Fort Huachuca? 

Mr. Kostelnik. Four at Fort Huachuca and two at NAS Corpus 
Christi, so six that are dedicated to the southern border, two out 
of North Dakota to the northern border, one at the Cape, and the 
next Guardian will go to the Cape. There’ll be two in the south- 
eastern district. 

Mr. Culberson. At Cape? 
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Mr. Kostelnik. Cape Canaveral Air Force Base. That is where 
we operate the Guardian. 

Mr. Culberson. Cape Canaveral. And now your jurisdiction ob- 
viously focuses on the 100 miles right there along the border, but 
you have got nationwide jurisdiction don’t you? 

Mr. Kostelnik. We support a wide variety of missions, not only 
the Border Patrol, as you expect, on the borders and the ports of 
entry between, but there are contingency times where they are in 
Deepwater Horizon. We are there for all hurricanes, for river flood- 
ing. We’ve been to St. Louis this past year, from the north and up 
to Memphis, Tennessee, from the south for Corps of Engineers, 
NOAA [National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration], and 
other federal agencies. We do a lot of work. 

Mr. Culberson. You have got nationwide jurisdiction. 

Mr. Kostelnik. Well, we have very limited areas where we can 
fly with the special certificates of approval from the FAA [Federal 
Aviation Administration]; to date, we’ve gotten those when we need 
them. 

Mr. Culberson. So you are familiar with the language of the 
FAA bill, it authorized the use of UAVs over the continental United 
States? 

Mr. Kostelnik. It is going to take some time to develop because 
there is a large variety of UAVs, some small handhelds that local 
policemen would use all the way up to the Global Hawk. So there 
will be additional rules as they go along. 

Mr. Culberson. Sure. 

What reassurance can you give my constituents who are con- 
cerned about Department of Homeland Security use of UAVs, and 
remote sensors to monitor Americans in their homes? 

Mr. Kostelnik. No, we don’t do that. As you know, the sensors 
really can’t look in the windows. We don’t look into cars. We are 
focused along the border; we focus in areas where people are up to 
no good. You know, there are limits to the system, and they are 
all under federal control, very closely scrutinized. It is not an issue 
they should have with us. 

Mr. Culberson. Thank you much. 

OUTSTANDING REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION 

Mr. Aderholt. Gentlemen, thank you for your attention here 
today, we do appreciate your attendance and your candid answers 
with the Subcommittee. 

We have a number of concerns with the request for fiscal year 
2013 that have been mentioned, we also have a number of out- 
standing requests for information, information that is relevant to 
our discussion today and the decisions this Subcommittee is facing 
in the days forward. 
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In particular the Department is late in submitting key reports 
and plans that are required by statute. Five of them are for CBP 
including the Air and Marine plan and the border security tech- 
nology plan. Both are extremely important in giving us what we 
need in order to draft our bill. 

Please talk to whoever you need to talk to and get those reports 
to us, we need that information today. 

Thank you again for appearing before us and the hearing is ad- 
journed. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE Robert Aderholt 

Chief Michael Fisher (Office of Border Patrol) 

Acting Assistant Commissioner Kevin McAieenan (Office of Field Operations) 
Assistant Commissioner Thomas Borkowski 
(Office of Technology, Innovation and Acquisition) 

Assistant Commissioner Michael Kostelnik (Office of Air and Marine) 

FY 2013 CBP Budget Request 
February 29, 2012 


Statistics and Data 


Question: Please update the information provided last year on the type and volume of contraband (e.g. 
narcotics, fraudulent products, illegal shipped weapons) and value of smuggled currency seized or interdicted 
by CBP Officers and Border Patrol Agents, as well as related arreste, for FY 201 1 and projected for FYs 2012- 

2013. 

ANSWER: 



FY20n 

inbound 

Outbound 

No Direction 

Total 

Drugs (Top 5)* 





Marijuana 

519,014 

796 

4,047,198 

4,567,007 

Cocaine 

48,622 

933 

172,073 

221,628 

Heroin 

3,344 

9 

829 

4,182 

Meth 

8,325 

26 

2,674 

11,025 

Ecstasy 

578 

0 

787 

1,365 

Currency** 

540,291,280 

$47,916,949 

$37,997,113 

$126,205442 

Counterfeit Goods 

23,818 

117 

1,961 

25,896 

Fraudulent Documents 

- 

- 

17,874 

17,874 

Firearms 

1,609 

2,002 

732 

4443 

Ammunition 

34,669 

1,949,473 

74,154 

2,058,296 

Arrests 

- 

- 

52,595 

52,595 

Apprehensions 

- 

- 

340,252 

340,252 


* Drugs reported in pounds 
••Currency reported in U.S. dollars 

(1) Limited to Guns, Pistols, Revolvers, Rifles, Shotguns, Rifle-Shotguns and combinations 

(2) “No Direction" refers to incidents between the POEs, where the act of entering or leaving the country was not a factor 
CBP does not project iliture seizure, arrest, or incident numbers. 
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Land Border Watt Times 


Question; Please update the information provided last year and list the average land border wait times for 
privately operated vehicles and commercial vehicles, by crossing (as tracked on the CBP web page), for FY 
2011 . 


ANSWER; 


FY 20il Average Land Border Wait Times 
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Receptiop and Representation Funds 

Question: How does CBP plan to utilize its reception and representation expenses in FY 2013? 
ANSWER: 


Official Reception and Representation (ORR) Fund resources will be used only for official reception and 
representation functions associated with, and valuable to, the conduct of U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
(CBP) international and other related activities. The use of ORR Fund resources must reflect the highest 
standards of conduct and economy. 

Question: To date, how much has been spent in FY 2012, and what is the plan for the remainder of the fiscal 
year? Please provide details for each expenditure. 


ANSWER: 


FY 2012 Use of Representation Funds 


Requesting 

Office 

Date of 
Event 

Description of Event 

Cost of 
Event 

Remaining 

Balance 

1 






$38,250.00 

iNA 

12-Oct-11 

Dinner meeting hosted by Commissioner Bersin with Brazilian 
Minister of Foreign Relations. 

$1,697.15 

$36,552.85 

INA 

17-OcMI 

Dinner meeting hosted by Commissioner Bersin with CBSA 
President Luc Portelance and other CBSA Officials. 

$1,347.76 

$35,205.09 

INA 

13-Oct-11 

Lunch meeting hosted by Commissioner Bersin with 
delegation from Brazil. 

$81.56 

$35,123.53 

INA 

5-Oct-1 1 

Dinner meeting hosted by Commissioner Bersin with Mr. 

Jorge Tello, National Security Advisory to President Calderon, 
Government of Mexico. 

$250.00 

$34,873.53 

INA 

22-Oct-11 

Breakfast meeting hosted by Commissioner Bersin with 

French delegation during International Chief of Police 
Conference held in Chicago. 

$134.88 

$34,738.65 

INA 

27-Oct-11 

Lunch meeting hosted by CBP/INA with Delegation from 

Qatar visiting The Netherlands to observe US CBP's 
Immigration Advisory Program. 

$232.54 

$34,506.11 

!NA 

6-Dec-11 

Law Enforcement Working Group's (LEWG) reception co- 
hosted by CBP Attach^. Rome with U.S, Embassy. Italy. 

$500.00 

$34,006.11 

INA 

9-Dec-11 

Law Enforcement Working Group (LEWG) holiday gathering 
co-hosted by CBP Attach^, Canada with the U S. Embassy, 
Ottawa. Canada. 

$406.76 

$33,599.35 

INA 

12-Dec-11 

Lunch meeting hosted by Deputy Commissioner with Russian 
Customs Delegation. 

$1,364.00 

$32,235.35 

INA 

8-Dec-11 

Dinner meeting hosted by Commissioner Bersin with 

President of Canada Border Services Agency, Luc 

Portelance, 

$150.00 

$32,085.35 

INA 

12-Dec-11 

Dinner meeting hosted by Commissioner Bersin with the 
Canadian delegation in Nogales, AZ. 

$200.00 

$31,885.35 
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iNA 

13-Dec-11 

Dinner meeting hosted by Commissioner Bersin with the 
Canadian delegation in Tucson. AZ, 

$219.75 

$31,665,60 

Comm. 

Office 

17-Dec-11 

Protocol Supplies used by Commissioner and Deputy 
Commissioner as defined in CBP Directive 1210-007C. 

$150,00 

$31,515,60 

Comm. 

Office 

6-Dec-11 

Dinner meeting hosted by Commissioner Bersin with the 
President of the NTEU and other NTEU officials. 

$27.52 

$31,488.08 

OFO 

13-Dec^ 11 

Breakfast and lunch meeting hosted by CBP, OFO with the 
delegation of Customs Officials from Canada Border Services 
Agency (CBSA) at National Targeting Center Passenger and 
Cargo. 

$425,00 

$31,063,08 

Comm. 

Office 

28-Dec--11 

Reception Service Ceremony hosted by CBP/DHS in Honor of 
Commissioner Bersin. 

$2,000.00 

$29,063.08 

INA 

20-Jan-12 

Law Enforcement Working Group (LEWG) event co-hosted by 
CBP Attache, Belgium with American Embassy. Brussels, 
Belgium. 

$500.00 

$28,563.08 

INA 

25-Jan-12 

Breakfast meeting hosted by CBP with Canadian delegation 
visit to New Orleans, LA during CBSA meeting. 

$200.00 

$28,363,08 

iNA 

25-Jan-12 

Dinner meeting hosted by CBP for Canadian delegation visit 
to New Orleans, LA during CBSA meeting. 

$2,505.74 

$25,857.34 

OTR 

21-Feb-12 

Trade quarterly meeting with the Advisory Committee of 
Commercial Operations of Customs and Border Protection 
(COAC), 

$50.00 

$25,807.34 

OFO 

8-Feb-12 

Refreshments provided for Change of Command Ceremony 
at the Fort MacArthur Community Center in San Pedro, CA 
hosted by CBPyOFO, Los Angeles fFOLA). 

$618,00 

$25,189.34 

Comm, 

Office 

31 -Jan-1 2 

Protocol Supplies used by Commissioner and Deputy 
Commissioner as defined in CBP Directive 1210-007C. 

$350.00 

$24,839.34 

OBP 

12-Mar-12 

Reception hosted by CBP/OBP during U.S. Border Patrol- 
RCMP Summit in Massena, New York. 

$888.00 

$23,951.34 

OiT 

16-Feb-12 

Dinner meeting hosted by CBP/OiT with Canada Border 
Services Agency Information Technology Executives in 
Titusville. Florida. 

$194,53 

$23,756.81 

INA 

23-Feb-12 

Lunch meeting hosted by CBP/iNA with delegation from 
Panama in Washington, DC. 

$271.20 

$23,485,61 

OTR 


Refreshment provided for the Bi-National Beyond and Border 
Action Plan Town Hall in Niagara Falls. NY hosted bv OTR. 

* . .. 

cm AAR C-1 


- 

I 

S14 39 



Official Recepiion and Representation (ORR) Fund resources will be used only for official reception and 
representation functions associated with, and valuable to. the conduct of U.S. Customs and Fiorder Protection 
(CBP) international and other related activities. 


Travel 


Question: Please provide for the record a table that shows all funds expended by CBP political employees for 
travel in FY 2011. Include the name of the individual traveling, purpose of travel, location(s) visited, total 
days/partlal days, and total cost. 



ANSWER: 
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APPROPRIATIONS BRANCH, 
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Question: Please provide a table that shows all CBP funds expended for travel related to API global in FY 
2009-2012 year to date. Include the names of the all individuals traveling, location(s) visited, total days/partial 
days, and total cost. 

ANSWER: 

The response is FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY and will be provided to the committee in an appropriate manner. 

Contracts 


Question: Please provide for the record the number of noncompetitive contracts CBP entered into in FY 2011, 
and an explanation as to why a non-competitive contract was chosen in each case. As part of this response, 
please clearly delineate other transactional agreements and those purchases made from GSA schedules. 

ANSWER: 

There were 692 non-competitive awards issued in FY 1 1 . Of those, one was against a GSA schedule. The 
reasons cited in the Federal Procurement Data System (FPDS) for the non-competitive awards are shown in the 
table below. Note that CBP does not enter into other transactional agreements. 


Other Than Full and Open Competition - 
Breakdown 

Total 

Percentage of 
Grand Total 

Only One Source 

495 

71,53% 

Authorized by Statute 

!20 

17.34% 

Urgency 

56 

8.09% 

Below Micro Purchase Threshold 

6 

0.87% 

Mobilization, Essential R&D 

6 

0.87% 

Brand Name Description 

4 

0,58% 

Follow-On Contract 

4 

0.58% 

Patent Data Rights 

1 

0.14% 

Grand Total 

692 

100.00% 


Question: In total, how many of your awards for FY 201 1 were competitive? What is your goal for FY 2012? 
Please answer in dollar and percentage amounts. 

ANSWER: 

During FYI 1 CBP awarded $1,145,086,4.51.02, or 57.96%, of its procurement dollars competitively. These 
results were captured March 15, 2012, using the standard Federal Procurement Data System “Competition 
Report.” The FYI 1 CBP goal was to award 57.30% of its procurement dollars competitively. The FY12 CBP 
goal is to award 61% of the procurement dollars competitively. 

Question: Update and submit, through the most recent month available, the list provided in last year’s hearing 
record regarding Sole Source Contracts. Organize by contractor, purpose, appropriation account, dollar award, 
full performance value, contract start date, contract end date, and reason for going sole-source. 

ANSWER: 


SOLE SOURCE ACTfVn'Y - From 03/0!/i 1 to 02/29/12 (Data extracted fixtm FPDS-NG 03/15/12) 


Contractor 

Purpose 

Appropriat 

Dollar 

Full 

Start 

End 

Full 

Reason 

Contract 



ion 

Award 

Pafonnance 

Date 

Date 

Performa 

for 

Number 



Account 


Value 



nee End 

Sole 
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(Treasury 

Account 

Svmbo!) 





Date 

Source 


APPROPRIATION ACCOUNT (TREASURY ACCOUNT SYMBOL) 70 0530 - Salaries and Expenses, U.S, Customs and Border Protection, 
Homeland Securit\' 

BEDS, LLC 

EXPERT 
SERVICE - 
FORENSICS 

70 0530 

S2 19,990.0 
0 

$219,990.00 

07/30^0 

11 

09/30/20 

n 

09/30/201 

1 

ONLY 

ONE 

SOUR 

CE- 

O'i'HE 

R 

HSBPIOIICO 

0063 

SCIENCE 

APPLICATION 

S 

INTRRNATiON 

AL 

CORPORATIO 

N 

MAINTENANC 

E AND 

TECHNOLOGY 

SUPPORT 

SERVICES 

70 0530 

$28,759,47 

1.00 

$228,869,10 

3.17 

09/30/20 

II 

09/29/20 

12 

09/29/201 

6 

ONLY 

ONE 

SOUR 

CE- 

OTHE 

R 

MSBPIOliCO 

0086 

COMPREHENS 
IVE HEAI.TH 
SERVICES. 

INC. 

MEDICAL 

1 ESI ING FOR 
OFFICER 
APPLICANTS 
AND RETURN 
TO DUTY 
EMPLOYEES 

70 0530 

$19,329,73 

3.70 

$28,500,000. 

00 

09/30/20 

11 

03/31/20 

12 

09/30/201 

2 

ONLY 

ONE 

SOUR 

CL- 

OTHE 

R 

HSBPIOIICO 

OiOO 

WILLIAM 

DA'I'A 

SYSTEMS. 

LLC 

ARCING 
SERVICES FOR 
IMPLEX. 
EXIGENCE, 

AND 

ROirrEviEw. 

WILLIAM 

DA'I'A 

SYSTEMS IS 
THE SOLE 

SUPPLIER or 

THE 

PRODUCTS 

AND AS SUCH 

IS I'HE ONLY 
COMPANY 
WHICH CAN 
PROVIDE 
MAINTENANC 

E FOR THEM. 

70 0530 

$162,132.4 

9 

$324,264.98 

12/30/20 

ii 

12/29/20 

12 

12.^29,^01 

3 

ONLY 

ONE 

SOUR 

CE- 

OTHE 

R 

HSBPI012C0 

0010 

APPROPRIATION ACCOUNT (TREASURY ACCOUNT SYMBOL) 70 0532 - Construction, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, Homeland 
Security 

ENVIRONMEN 

TAL 

MITIGATION, 

INC. 

CALIFORNIA 

MITIGATION 

CREDITS. 

REPLACES 

CONTRACT 

HSBPn09C021 

95. 

70 05.32 

S348.500.0 

0 

$348,500.00 

05/05/20 

11 

08/31/20 

II 

08/31/201 

1 

ONLY 

ONE 

SOUR 

CE- 

OTHE 

R 

HSBPIOIICO 

0038 

APPROPRIATION ACCOUNT ('mEASURY ACCOUNT SYMBOl.) 70 0533 - Border Security Fencing, Infrastructure, and Technology, U.S, 
Customs and Border Protection. Homeland Security 

MCQ INC. 

UPGRADE OF 
GROUND 
SENSORS AND 
MAINTENANC 

E TRAINING 

70 0533 

$388,388.0 

0 

$388,388.00 

05/05/20 

n 

05/04/20 

12 

05/04/201 

2 

ONLY 

ONE 

SOUR 

CE- 

OTHE 

R 

HSI3Pi0nC0 

0050 

CTSC, LLC 

MAINTENANC 

E PROGRAM 
SUPPORT AND 
TRAINING 

70 0533 

SI 1.178,45 
9.00 

$72,419,120. 

74 

01/01/20 

12 

06/30/20 

12 

12/31/201 

2 

ONLY 

ONE 

SOUR 

CE- 

O'lHE 

R 

HSBP1012C0 

0009 
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APPROPRIATION ACCOUNT {'I'RKASURY ACCOUNT SYMBOL) 70 0544 - Air and Marine Interdiction. Operations. Maintenance, and 
Procurement. U.S. Customs and Border Protection. Homeland Securitv 

GENERAL 
ATOMICS 
AERONAUTIC 
AL SYSTEMS. 
INC. 

MOBILITY 

GROUND 

CONTROL 

Sl'ATlONS. 

GROUND 

DATA 

TERMINALS, 

SOFTWARE 

IN-fEGRATION 

LAB AND 

OTHER 

ASSOCIATED 

EQUIPMENT, 

70 0544 

$13,894.41 

9.00 

$21,209,456. 

00 

03/09/20 

H 

05/02/20 

12 

10/01/201 

2 

UNIO 

UE 

SOUR 

CE 

HSBPIOIICO 

0013 

ROCKWELL 
COl.LINS. INC, 

COMMUNICA 

'HON 

EQUIPMENT 
REPAIR AND 
MAINTENANC 

F- 

70 0544 

$3,939,776. 

00 

$3,981,216.0 

0 

08/01/20 

ii 

07/31/20 

12 

07/31/201 

2 

UNIO 

UE 

SOUR 

CE 

HSBPlOnCO 

0058 


Question: Please provide for the record a list of all contracts over $1 million in total value executed by CBP in 
FY 201 1. Organize by contractor, purpose, dollar award, full performance value, contract start date, contract 
end date, and contract type (e.g. firm-fixed price, etc.)- 

ANSWER: 


Fiscal Year 2011 10fl)l/l0 throuRb 09/30/11 (Data eirtracled from FPDS-NC 03/15/12) 

Contractor 

Purpose 

Dollar Value 

Full 

Performanee 
Dollar Value 

Stan Date 

End Date 

Full 

Performanc 
e End Date 

Contract 

Type 

Contract 

Number 

ALLEN 

ENGINEERING 

CONTRACTOR. 

INC, 

CONTRACTOR- 
PROVIDED 
MAINTENANCE AND 
REPAIR (M&R) 

SERVICES ALONG THE 
SOUTHWEST BORDER 
AND SURROUNDING 
AREAS THAT SHALL 
CONSIST OF: FENCE 

AND GATES; ROADS 

AND BRIDGES; 

DRAINAGE AND GRATE 
SYSTEMS; LIGHTING 

AND ELECTRICAL 
SYSTEMS AND; 
VEGETATION CONTROL 
AND DEBRIS REMOVAL, 

$16292.775.00 

$51,287,24200 

08/22'! 1 

0822/12 

08/21/14 

COST 

PLUS 

FIXED 

FEE 

MSBPIOHC 

00043 

GOVERNMt-N I 
SOLUTIONS 

INC. 

PROFESSiONAl.. 

SERVICES FOR PROJECT 
MANAGERS. PROGRAM 
ANALYSTS, 
ENVIRONMENTAL 
SPECIALISTS. AND 

DATA ENTRY 
TECHNICIANS. 

510.766.295 00 

$10,766.295 00 

06/29/1 1 

12/31/11 

03/31/12 

TIME 

AND 

MATERI 

ALS 

HSBP101 IC 
00061 

BAYFIRST 
SOLUTIONS LLC 

SMART PROGRAM 
SYSTEM SUPPORT 

$1,209,442.00 

$1209,442.00 

09/19/11 

09/18/12 

09/18/13 

FIRM 

FIXED 

PRICE 

HSBPIOi 1C 
00067 

CHAKRABART! 

MANAGEMENl 

CONSULTANCY, 

INC 

CARGO TRADE 

SUPPORT 

$1.523484.00 

$1,558,444.80 

09/16/11 

06/15/12 

06/15/12 

FIRM 

FTXF.D 

PRICE 

HSBPIOI 1C 
00065 

COMELCO INC 

POWER UPGRADE OF 
GENERATOR. UPS. 

$3.6)3273.47 

$3,613,273.47 

i(i/0i/)l 

07/31/12 

07/31/12 

FIRM 

FIXED 

HSBPIOI IC 
00082 
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SPRINKLER AND HVAC 
SYSTEMS AT NATIONAL 
LAW ENFORCEMENT 
COMMUNICATION 
CENTER IN ORLANDO, 

FL 






PRICE 


CXDMPRFHENSi 

VE HEAi.TH 
SERVICES, INC, 

MEDICAL JESTING FOR 
OFFICER APPLICANTS 
AND RE rURN TO DUTY 
EMPLOYEES 

$9,407,786.30 

$19329.733.70 



m 



CONSTELLATiO 

N INC. 

SYSTEMS ENGINEERING 
TECHNICAL 

ASSISTANCE SERVICES 
WITH CBP LBI 

PROGRAM 

$2,279,997.52 

$2379,997.52 

07/01/1 1 

06/30/12 

06/30/13 

FIRM 

FIXED 

PRICE 

ilSBPlOHC 

00060 

DATAWIZ 

CORPORATION 

DATA CENTER 
REI.OCATION SERVICES 

$552,657.60 

$3,092337.60 

05/16/1 1 

i 0/30/11 

10/30/13 

TIME 

AND 

MATERi 

ALS 

HSBPiOliC 

00040 

DELTA 

COMPANIES, 

LLC 

HUMAN RESOURCE 
SUPPORT FOR THE 
MINNEAPOLIS HIRING 
CENTER. 

BLOOMINGTON, 
MINNESOTA L(X;ATI0N, 

$564,250.00 

$5,758,866.96 

08/25/ n 

09/29/12 

09/29/13 

I'lME 

AND 

MATERi 

ALS 

HSBPIOIIC 

00070 

GARUD 
TECHNOLOGY 
SERVICES (NC 

TECHNICAL, AND 
MANAGEMENT 

SERVICES SUPPORTING 
CBPLBi PROGRAM 
OFFICE 

$1,999,997.50 

$1,999,997.50 

09/01/1 1 

08/31/12 

08/31/13 

FIRM 

FIXED 

PRICE 

HSBPtonc 

00068 

GENERAL 

ATOMICS 

AERONAUI'ICA 

1. SYSTEMS. 

INC. 

MOBILITY GROUND 
CONTROL STATIONS, 
GROUND DATA 
TERMINALS. 

SOFTWARE 

INTEGRATION LAB AND 
OTHER ASSOCIATED 
EQUIPMENT. 

$13,894,419.00 

$13,894,419.00 

03/09/1 1 

05/02/12 

10/01/12 

FIRM 

FIXED 

PRICE 

HSBPIOIIC 

00013 

GLOBAL 

WORLD 

TECHNOl-OGY 

LLC 

CONTRAC'I'OR SUPPORT 
SERVICES 

$I,7I9J%.4« 

$1,719,396.48 

06/0I/Ii 

05/31/12 

05/31/13 

FIRM 

FIXED 

PRICE 

HSBPIOIIC 

00046 

ICX TACTICAl. 

Pf^ATFORMS 

CORPORATION 


$26,058,013,00 

$26,058,013 00 

12/30/10 

12/30/11 

12/30/15 

FIRM 

FIXED 

PRICE 

HSBPIOIIC 

00024 

JOHNS HOPKINS 

UNIVERSITY 

APPLIED 

PHYSICS 
LABORATORY 
LLC, THE 

SUBJECT MATI'ER 
EXPERTS FOR SYSTEM 
ENGINEERING AND 
TECHNICAL SUPPORT 
SERVICES IN SUPPORT 

OF THE SECURE 

BORDER INITIATIVE 

{SBI)SYSTEM'S 

ENGINEERING 

PROGRAM OFFlCF.(SPO) 

$5,672,423.00 

$1 1.249380.00 

n/oi/io 

!0/31/n 

10/31/13 

COST 

PLUS 

FIXED 

FEE 

HSBPIOIIC 

00007 

KELLOGG 

BROWN & ROOT 
SERVICES, INC 

TO ACQUIRE 
CONTRACTOR 
MAINTENANCE AND 

$7,«)0.000.00 

$7,000,000.00 

07/22/11 

07/22/12 

07/22/14 

COST 

PLUS 

FIXED 

HSBPIOIIC 

00042 
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REPAIR (M&R) SUPPORT 
ALONG THE 

SOUTHWEST BORODER 
AND SURROUNDING 
AREA THAT SHALL 
CONSIST OF FENCE AND 
GATES. ROADS. AND 
BRIDGES. DRAINAGE 

AND GRATE 
SYSTEMST-iGHTING 

AND ELECTRICAL 
SYSTEMS 
AND;VEGETATiON 
CONTROL AND DEBRIS 
REMOVAL, 






FEE 


KORE FEDERAL 
INC 

ENGINEERING AND 

RISK ASSESSMENT 
SERVICES SUPPORTING 
THE TARGETING AND 
ANALYSIS PROGRAM 
OFFICE’S AUTMATED 
TARGETING SYSTEM, 
DESIGN AND DEVELOP 
THREAT-SPECIFIC RISK 
ASSESSMENT 
SOUTIONS/TECHN iQUHS 
, INCORPORATING 
ANALYSIS OF 
INTELI.IGENCE AND 

CBP DA TA, 

$3,480,000.00 

$3.480,0{».00 

0W)6/il 

09/15/12 

09/15/12 

FIRM 

FIXED 

PRICE 

liSBPlOliC 

00072 

MAC ELECTRIC 
INC 

CONSTRUCT YUMA 
HANGER COMPLEX 
WHICH INCLUDES CBP 
AIR MARINE 
ADMINISTRATION 
BUILDING AND TWO (2) 
HANAOARS, 

$7,951,011.00 

$7,951,011.00 

02/11/11 

01/11/12 

Ol/il/12 

FIRM 

FIXED 

PRICE 

HSBPIOIIC 

00033 

MC DONOUOH. 
ROnr-RT C 
CONSTRUCTION 
CO 

JANITORIAL SERVICES 
CONTRACT FOR THE 

SAN DIECiO SECTOR 
BORDER PATROl,. 
HEADQUARTERS AREA 

OF OPERATION. 

$876,770.09 

$4,383,850.48 

04/01/11 

03/31/12 

03/31/16 

FIRM 

FIXED 

PRICE 

HSBPIOIIC 

00032 

MOTOROLA 

SOLUTIONS. 

INC, 

REPAIR&MAINTT-NANC 
EOF LAND MOBILE 

RADIO SUBSCRIBER 
LFNITS 

$2,649,852.00 

$2,649,852.00 

09/23/11 

09/22/12 

09/22/13 


HSBPIOIIC 

00076 

ROCKWELL 
CX)LLINS. INC, 

COMMWICATION 
EQUIPMENT REPAIR 

AND MAINTENANCE 

$3,939,776.00 

$3,939,776.00 

08/01/n 

07/31/12 

07/31/12 

FIRM 

FIXED 

PRICE 

HSBPIOIIC 

00058 

SCIENCE 

APPLICATIONS 

INTERNATIONA 

I, 

CORPORATION 

MAINTENANCE AND 
TECHNOLOGY SUPPORT 
SERVICES 

$28,759,471.00 

$28.7.59.471.00 

09/30/11 

09/29/12 

09/29/16 

FIRM 

FIXED 

PRICE 

HSBPIOIIC 

00086 

SOURCE ONE 

DISTRIBUTORS, 

INC, 

LONG RANGE THERMAL 
IMAGER B.1N(X'UI,ARS 

$2^45.67332 

$2,245,673.32 

08/25/1 1 

11/13/11 

11/13/11 

FIRM 

FIXED 

PRICE 

HSBPIOIIC 

00055 

TELEPHONICS 

CORPORATION 

THIS CONTRACT IS FOR 
THE PROCUREMENT OF 
MOBILE 

SURVEILLANCE 
CAPABILITIES (MSC)TO 
DETECT/IDENTIFY/TRA 

CK ITEMS OF INTEREST 
(lOIS) ALONG US 

BORDER FOR U.S. 
CUSTOMS AND BORDER 
PROTECTION(CBP). 

ARRA FUNDED IN BASE 
PERIOD/BSFIT FUNDED 

IN OPTION PERIODS, 

THIS IS A FIRM FIXED 
PRICED CON FRAC'T f'OR 

A FIVE (5) YEAR 
CONTRACT PERIOD 
(BASE + 4 OPTIONS). 

$12,891,783.00 

$12,891,783.0(1 

12/30/10 

12/30/11 

12/30/15 

FIRM 

FIXED 

PRICE 

HSBPiOnC 

00025 
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Question: Please provide for the record a list of all CBP contracts, grants, and other transactions where work is 
performed outside of the United States. Organl2e by contractor, purpose, dollar award, full performance value, 
contract start date, and contract end date. 

ANSWER: 


Data extracted from FPDS-NG 03/15/12 

Vendor Name 

Description of 
Requirement 

Dollar 

Award 

Full 

Pcrforma 

nee Value 

Date 

Signe 

d 

Completi 
on Date 

Est. 

Ultimate 
Completi 
on Date 

Principal 

Place of 

Performance 

Country 

Name 

Contract 

Number 

AMBASSADO 

R BUILDING 

MAINTENAN 

CE LIMn'ED 

JANITORIAL 
CLEANING SERVICES 

$1,809.50 

$24,044.62 

05/06/ 

10 

09/30/10 

09/30/14 

CANADA 

HSBPIOIOPOO 

673 

AURORA 

HEALTH 

PHYSICS 

SERVICES 

LTD 

RADIATION 

MONITORING 

$40,767.40 

$224,857.2 

4 

11/20/ 

09 

09/30/10 

09/30/14 

UNITED 

KINGDOM 

HSBPlOiOCO 

2401 

DOMESTIC 

CONTRACTO 

R 

(UNDISCLOSE 

0 ) 

FOR AN 

INVESl IGA'UVE 

ADVISOR JN KUWAIT 
CITY, KUWAIT 

$138,151.23 

$426,138.9 

5 

07/15/ 

10 

07/09/1 1 

07/09/13 

KUWAIT 

HSBPlOiOCO 

0081 

HILL'S 

CLEANING 

JANITORIAL 

SERVICES IN 

SARINA, CANADA. 

$1,680.00 

$17,696.00 

04/02/ 

10 

09/30/10 

09/30/13 

CANADA 

HSBPIOIOPOO 

532 

MISCELLANE 
OUS FOREiON 
CONTRACTO 

RS 

CELLPHONE/BLACKB 
ERRY SERVICE 

$20,000.00 

$20,000.00 

01/20/ 

10 

09/30/10 

09/30/14 

CANADA 

HSBPIOIOPOO 

159 

VIRGIN 

ISLAND PORT 
AUTHORITY 

OCCUPY PARKING 
SPOTS AT KING 
AIRPORT 

$24,300.00 

$98,820.00 

06/07/ 

10 

09/30/10 

09/30/13 

BRITISH 

VIRGIN 

ISLANDS 

[UNITT-D 

KINGDOM! 

HSBPIOIOPOO 

833 

CMC 

ELECTRONIQ 
UE INC 

NAVIGATIONAL 
DATAJ3ASE UPDATES 
TO THE P-3 

AIRCRAFT FLIGHT 

MANAGEMENT' 

SYSTEM 

$41,764.00 

$217,284.0 

0 

04/08/ 

II 

03/31/12 

03/31/16 

CANADA 

HSBPiOIIPOO 

426 

DESIRP.2J.EAR 

N 

INCORPORAT 

ED 

DESiRE2LEARN 

TRAINING 

$40,906.00 

$148,526.0 

0 

09/30/ 

n 

09/30/12 

09/30/16 

COMOROS 

HSBPiOIlFOO 

618 
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Data extracted from FPDS-NG 03/15/12 

Vendor Name 

Description of 
Requirement 

Dollar 

Award 

Full 

Performa 

nee Value 

Date 

Signe 

d 

Cotnpleti 
on Date 

Est. 

Ultimate 
Completi 
on Date 

Principal 

Place of 

Performance 

Country 

Name 

Contract 

Number 

FORLiGN 

CONTRACTO 

R 

{UNDISCLOSE 

D) 

CELLULAR PHONE 
SERVICE IN 

BERMUDA. 

S6,500.00 

$18,000.00 

02/04/ 

M 

09/30/1 1 

09/30/15 

BERMUDA 

{UNITED 

KINGDOM] 

HSBPiOIlPOO 

175 

MiSCELLANE 
OUS FOREIGN 

CONTRACTO 

RS 

BOTTLED WATER 

$9,990.00 

$49,950.00 

02/03/ 

11 

01/31/12 

01/31/16 

BAHAMAS.! 

HE 

HSBPiOIlPOO 

228 

RADIATION 

SOLUTIONS 

INC 

UPGRADE GAMMA 

NUETRON SYSTEM 

$505,520.00 

$505,520.0 

0 

08/25/ 

II 

08/24/12 

08/24/12 

CANADA 

HSBPlOi tPOO 

914 

TY BOWERS 

ADVISORY- 

ASSISTANCE 

$38,900.00 

$38,900.00 

06/13/ 

ii 

09/06/12 

09/06/12 

MOROCCO 

HSBPIOI IPOO 

288 

VETERINAIRE 

KLINIHK 

WAYACA 

N.V. 

KENNEL AND VET 

SERVICES 

$7,914.65 

$7,914.65 

12/02/ 

10 

11/30/11 

n/30/15 

ARUBA 

[NF.THERLA 

NDS] 

HSBPiOIlPOO 

102 

DIVERSIFIED 

OPTICAL 

PRODUCTS, 

PR(X:UREMF.NT OF 
MID-WAVE 

THERMAL IMAGING 
CAMERAS THAT ARE 
FORM. CLOSE FIT, 

AND FUNCTIONAL. 
REPLACEMENTS FOR 
EXISTING CAMERAS, 

$3,297,000.00 

$3,297,000 

.00 

02/02/ 

12 

08/01/12 

08/01/12 

MEXICO 

HSBPi0i2F0() 

048 

MISCELLANE 
OUS FOREIGN 
CONTRACTO 

RS 

INSURANCE FOR CBP 
FLEET VEHICLES 

$11,785.00 

$n. 785.00 

12/05/ 

11 

12/31/12 

12/31/12 

CANADA 

HSBP1O12P00 

066 
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Bonuses 


Question: Please provide a table showing how much Is requested in the FY 2013 budget for bonuses for CBP 
political employees, SES employees, and non-SES employees. 

ANSWER: 


Position 

FY 2013 Budget for 
Bonuses 

Political Employees 

$0 

SES Employees 

$1,091,781 

Non-SES Employees 

$45,144,219 


Question: Please list all CBP SES bonuses provided in FY 201 1 by position, office, and bonus amount. 
ANSWER: 

The information requested contains personnel information. An appropriate response will be transmitted to the 
committee in an appropriate manner. 

Question: Please list by office and pay grade level the number of non-SES employees who received a bonus or 
quality step increase (QSI) in F Y 20 1 1 , the total bonus/QSI expenditures for the particular office and pay grade, 
and the total number of employees in the office and pay grade. 

ANSWER: 


Ofnce of the Commissioner 

Grade 

Number of 
Employees 
On-I^ard as 
of 9/24/11 

Number of 
Employees 
Receiving 
Individual Cash 
Award 

Number of 
Employees 
Receiving 
Individual Time- 
Off Award 

Number of 
Employees 
Receiving 
Quality Step 
Increase 

Grand Total 
Number of 
Employees 
Receiving 
Awards/QSI 
Expenditure 

Total 

Performance 

Awards 

Amounts 

01 

0 

1 

i 


2 

S266 

02 

1 


- 

- 

- 

SO 

03 

1 

- 

2 

- 

2 

S24 

04 

0 

. 

2 


2 

S32 

05 

6 

1 

3 


4 

$798 

06 

0 

- 

- 


- 

$0 

07 

6 

3 

2 


5 

$3,048 

08 

0 

- 

- 

• 


SO 

09 

9 

4 

- 


4 

S5,250 

10 

0 

- 

* 


- 

$0 

H 

6 

5 

- 


5 

$6,250 

12 

19 

16 

2 


18 

$24,340 

13 

43 

22 

- 

- 

22 

$44,950 

14 

27 

i9 

2 

1 

22 

$48,306 

15 

10 

7 

- 


7 

$21,500 

Grand Total 

128 

78 

14 

I 

93 

$154,764 
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Onice of the Chief Counsel 



Grade 

Number of 

Number of 

Number of 

Number of 

Grand Total 

Total Award 


Employees 
On-Board as 
of 9/24/11 

Employees 
Receiving 
Individual 
Cash Award 

Employee 
Receiving 
Individual Time- 
Off Award 

Employees 
Receiving 
Quality Step 
Increase 

Number of 
Employees 
Receiving 
Bonus/QSI 
Expenditure 

Amount 

01 

0 

- 


- 


$0 

02 

4 

3 

- 


3 

S7O0 

03 

2 

1 

- 

- 

I 

S225 

04 

0 

- 

- 

- 


SO 

05 

2 

- 

- 

- 


SO 

06 

2 

1 

1 

- 

2 

$424 

07 

14 

5 

4 

- 

9 

$2,879 

08 

4 

2 

3 


5 

$1,664 

09 

11 

8 

- 

- 

8 

$6,800 

10 

0 


- 

- 

- 

SO 

11 

18 

2! 

2 


23 

$19,684 

12 

26 

31 

12 

- 

43 

$31,686 

13 

43 

50 

17 


67 

$65,754 

14 

100 

70 

47 

2 

119 

$95,513 

15 

73 

88 

33 

' 

121 

$200356 

Grand Total 

299 

280 

119 

2 

401 

$426,185 


Office of International Affairs 

Grade 

Number of 

Number of 

Number of 

Number of 

Grand Total 

Total Award 


Employees 
On-Board 
as of9/24/n 

Employees 
Receiving 
individual 
Cash Award 

Employees 
Receiving 
Individual Time- 
Off Award 

Employees 
Receiving 
Quality Step 
Increase 

Number of 
Employees 
Receiving 
Bonus/QSI 
Expenditure 

Amount 

01 

2 


- 

- 


SO 

02 

3 





SO 

03 

4 

1 

1 


2 

$258 

04 

3 

- 

- 



SO 

05 

I 

3 

1 

- 

4 

$2,258 

06 

0 

- 

- 

- 

- 

$0 

07 

6 

3 

2 

- 

5 

$2,078 

08 

0 


- 

- 


SO 

09 

1 

' 

' 

- 


$0 

10 

0 

- 

- 

- 


so 

n 

6 

6 

- 

- 

6 

$6,700 

12 

8 

4 

2 

- 

6 

$4,128 

13 

40 

13 

4 

- 

17 

$21,942 

14 

94 

52 

5 

3 

60 

$90,612 

15 

24 

19 

2 

- 

21 

$55,998 

Grand Total 

192 

101 

17 

3 

121 

$183,974 j 
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Ofllce of Congr^mnal Affairs 



Grade 

Number of 

Number of 

Number of Employees 

Number of 

Total Award 


Employees On- 
Board as of 
9/24/11 

Employees 
Receiving Individual 
Cash Award 

Receiving Individual 
Time-Off Award 

Employees 
Receiving 
Quality Step 
Increase 

Amount 

01 

0 

' 


- 

SO 

02 

0 

- 



SO 

03 

1 

- 

- 

- 

SO 

04 

] 




SO 

05 

0 

' 

- 


SO 

06 

0 



- 

$0 

07 

! 

- 



SO 

08 

0 

- 

- 

- 

SO 

09 

2 

- 



SO 

10 

0 

- 

■ 

- 

$0 

1! 

2 

3 

- 

3 

$2,900 

12 

0 

3 

- 

3 

$3,250 

13 

5 

2 

1 

3 

$3,008 

14 

4 

3 


3 

$4,000 

15 

2 

2 


2 

$4,878 

Grand Total 

18 

13 

1 

14 

$18,036 


Office of Field Operations 

Grade 

Number of 
Employees 
On-Board 
as of 
9/24/11 

Number of 
Employees 
Receiving 
Individual 
Cash Award 

Number of 
Employees 
Receiving 
Individual 
Time-Off 
Award 

Number of 
Employees 
Receiving 
Quality Step 
Increase 

Grand Total 
Number of 
Employees 
Receiving 
Bonus/QSl 
Expenditure 

Total Award 
Amount 

01 

4 

- 




SO 

02 

9 

3 



3 

$445 

03 

22 

10 

3 

- 

13 

S6,I70 

04 

43 

27 

10 

- 

37 

$15,415 

05 

291 

32 

9 


41 

$18,718 

06 

40 

37 

4 


41 

$27,440 

07 

1,324 

966 

140 


1106 

$731,170 

08 

12 

7 



7 

$9,060 

09 

1,689 

1,094 

181 


1275 

$835,427 

10 

0 


- 



$0 

li 

3,70! 

2,050 

439 


2,489 

$1,854,865 

12 

15,528 

9,203 

1,483 

2 

10,688 

$8,610398 

13 

3,927 

3,363 

403 

10 

3,776 

$4,705,056 

14 

585 

558 

81 

10 

649 

$1,036,837 

15 

166 

165 

4 

8 

177 

$481,455 

Grand Total 

27,341 

17,515 

2,757 

30 

20302 

$18332,456 
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Office of I^ibtic Affairs 



Grade 

Number of 

Number of 

Number of 

Number of 

Total Award 


Employees On- 
Board as of 
9/24/11 

Employees 
Receiving 
Individual Cash 
Award 

Employees Receiving 
Individual Time-Off 
Award 

Employees 
Receiving 
Quality Step 
Increase 

Amount 

01 

0 

- 


- 

SO 

02 

0 

- 



SO 

03 

0 

- 



SO 

04 

0 

- 



SO 

05 

1 

- 



SO 

06 

0 

2 

1 

3 

$2,090 

07 

3 

1 

1 

2 

$670 

08 

0 


- 

- 

so 

09 

2 

- 



$0 

10 

0 

- 

- 


SO 

11 

12 

8 

' 

8 

$8,780 

12 

20 

15 

2 

17 

$16,044 

13 

26 

19 

2 

21 

$20,760 

14 

21 

22 

2 

24 

$32456 

15 

8 

8 

- 

8 

$23,750 

Grand Total 

93 

75 

8 

83 

S104450 


Office of 

Air and Marine 

Grade 

Number of 
Employees On- 
Board as of 
9/24/11 

Number of 
Employees 
Receiving 
Individual Cash 
Award 

Number of 
Employees 
Receiving 
Individual Time- 
Off Award 

Number of 
Employees 
Receiving 
Quality Step 
Increase 

Total Award 
Amount 

01 

0 


' 


$0 

02 

1 

- 



SO 

03 

4 

1 

2 

3 

$774 

04 

5 

3 

3 

6 

$2,632 

05 

2 

1 

3 

4 

$1,540 

06 

1 

- 

- 

- 

SO 

07 

15 

15 

8 

23 

$15,518 

08 

0 

1 


1 

$400 

09 

69 

98 

52 

150 

$102,105 

10 

1 

■ 

- 


$0 

11 

213 

94 

61 

155 

$10434! 

12 

382 

261 

219 

480 

$325322 

13 

784 

604 

360 

964 

$87737! 

14 

300 

261 

144 

405 

$560,520 

IS 

58 

42 

11 

53 

$135458 

Grand Total 

1,835 

M8I 

863 

2,244 

$2,125,781 
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Office of Infonnatton Technology 



Grade 

Number of 

Number of 

Number of 

Number of 

Grand Total 

Total Award 


Employees 
On-Board 
as of 
9/24/1 1 

Employees 
Receiving 
Individual Cash 
Award 

Empkiyees 
Receiving 
Individual Time- 
Off Award 

Employees 
Receiving 
Quality Step 
increase 

Number of 
Employees 
Receiving 
Bonus/QSI 
Expenditure 

Amount 

01 

17 

- 

- 

- 


$0 

02 

42 

2 

2 


4 

S540 

03 

24 

2 

4 


6 

51,048 

04 

54 

9 

6 

- 

15 

$5,453 

05 

25 

6 

4 

- 

10 

$4,150 

06 

8 

3 


- 

3 

$1,800 

07 

38 

17 

5 

- 

22 

$14,130 

08 

0 

' 

- 

- 


$0 

09 

126 

25 

H 


36 

$28,165 

to 

1 

- 

- 



SO 

u 

212 

85 

29 

- 

114 

$105,498 

12 

700 

269 

44 

I 

314 

$359,645 

13 

517 

370 

137 

5 

512 

$535,077 

14 

387 

355 

127 

16 

498 

$638447 

15 

103 

105 

29 

5 

139 

$272,920 

Grand Total 

2,254 

1,248 

398 

27 

1,673 

$1,966,673 




Office of International Trade 



Grade 

Number of 

Number of 

Number of 

Number of 

Grand Total 

Total Award 


Employees 
On-Board 
as of 9/24/11 

Employees 
Receiving 
Individual 
Cash Award 

Employees 

Receiving 

Individual 

Time-Off 

Award 

Employees 
Receiving 
Quality Step 
Increase 

Number of 
Employees 
Receiving 
Bonus/QSI 
Expenditure 

Amount 

01 

1 


- 



$0 

02 

1 


- 


- 

SO 

03 

3 

- 




$0 

04 

7 

2 

- 


2 

$1,100 

05 

5 

3 

1 


4 

$1,658 

06 

1 

1 


- 

1 

$200 

07 

13 

7 

- 

- 

7 

$2,800 

08 

5 

6 



6 

$5,000 

09 

50 

29 

6 


35 

$26,787 

10 

0 

- 




SO 

11 

6i 

29 

4 

- 

33 

$26,410 

12 

205 

147 

10 

- 

157 

$175,954 

13 

368 

268 

36 

1 

305 

$439,991 

14 

240 

222 

25 


247 

$501,433 

15 

49 

47 

2 

2 

51 

$152,732 

Grand Total 

1,009 

761 

84 

3 

848 

$1,334,065 
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Office of Intelligence and Operations Coordination 



Grade 

Number of 

Number of 

Number of 

Number of 

Grand Total 

Total Award 


Employees 
On>Board 
as of 
9/24/11 

Employees 
Receiving 
Individual Cash 
Award 

Employees 
Rerehiag 
Individuai 
Time-Off Award 

Employees 
Receiving 
Quality Step 
increase 

Number of 
Employees 
Receiving 
Bonus/QSl 
Expenditure 

Amount 

01 

0 

- 


- 


$0 

02 

1 

- 

- 

- 

- 

$0 

03 

2 

- 

- 



SO 

04 

0 

- 




so 

05 

0 

- 




so 

06 

] 

- 

- 

- 


so 

07 

2 

1 

1 

- 

2 

$U16 

08 

0 

- 

- 


- 

$0 

09 

7 

2 

! 

- 

3 

$2,616 

10 

0 

- 

- 



so 

11 

28 

18 

7 


25 

$26,156 

12 

36 

19 

3 


22 

$28,496 

13 

58 

41 

10 

- 

51 

$72,094 

14 

!02 

67 

12 

5 

84 

$118,582 

15 

16 

15 

1 

- 

16 

$46,816 

Grand Total 

253 

163 

35 

5 

203 

S296,076 




Office of Internal Affairs 



Grade 

Number of 

Number of 

Number of 

Number of 

Grand Total 

Total Award 


Employees 
On-Board 
as of 
9/24/11 

Employees 
Receiving 
Individual Cash 
Award 

Employees 

Receiving 

Individual 

Time-Off 

Award 

Employees 
Receiving 
Quality Step 
Increase 

Number of 
Employees 
Receiving 
Bonus/QS! 
Expenditure 

Amount 

01 

4 



- 


$0 

02 

2 

- 



- 

SO 

03 

4 

- 

1 


1 

$16 

04 

10 

- 

1 

- 

1 

$8 

05 

5 

3 

1 

- 

4 

$2307 

06 

0 

- 

■ 


- 


07 

13 

11 

6 


17 

$7,770 

08 

7 

3 

1 

- 

4 

$1,808 

09 

19 

12 

9 


21 

$8,524 

10 

0 

■ 

- 

- 


SO 

11 

27 

28 

17 

- 

45 

$27,840 

12 

81 

48 

42 


90 

$58,962 

13 

119 

83 

39 


122 

$101,961 

14 

296 

2il 

232 

5 

448 

$317,481 

IS 

35 

27 

27 

' 

54 

$81,674 

Grand Total 

622 

426 

376 

5 

807 

$608351 
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Office of Human Resources Management 



Grade 

Number of 

Number of 

Number of 

Number of 

Grand Total 

Total Award 


Employees 
On-Board 
as of 
9/24/1 1 

Employees 
Receiving 
Individual Cash 
Award 

Employes 

Receiving 

Individual 

Time-Off 

Award 

Employees 
Receiving 
Quality Step 
Increase 

Number of 
Employees 
Receiving 
Bonus/QSI 
Expenditure 

Amount 

01 

0 


- 

- 


SO 

02 

1 

- 


- 

- 

SO 

03 

0 

- 

- 


- 

$0 

04 

5 

2 

1 

- 

3 

S766 

05 

22 

8 

11 


19 

S3,943 

06 

8 

4 

2 


6 

$1,513 

07 

61 

32 

26 


58 

$17,127 

08 

12 

iO 

4 


14 

$6,520 

09 

23 

17 

10 


27 

$13,334 

10 

0 

- 

- 

- 


SO 

11 

50 

54 

21 

- 

75 

$46,733 

12 

128 

76 

29 

- 

105 

$81,713 

13 

125 

131 

12 

1 

144 

$153,868 

14 

lOi 

136 

4 

2 

142 

$214,594 

15 

32 

37 

6 

1 

44 

$74,003 

Grand Total 

568 

507 

126 

4 

637 

$614,114 




Office of Administration 



Grade 

Number of 

Number of 

Number of 

Number of 

Grand Total 

Total Award 


Employees 
On-Board as 
of 9/24/11 

Employees 
Receiving 
Individual Cash 
Award 

Employees 

Receiving 

Individual 

Time-Off 

Award 

Employees 
Receiving 
Quality Step 
Increase 

Number of 
Employees 
Receiving 
Bonus/QSi 
Expenditure 

Amount 

01 

1 


- 


- 

SO 

02 

7 

1 

1 


2 

$340 

03 


4 

5 


9 

$1406 

04 

1 

4 

4 


8 

$2,564 

05 

8 

4 

1 

- 

5 

$3457 

06 

21 

9 

4 


13 

$5,594 

07 

58 

48 

17 


65 

$29,204 

08 

0 

- 

- 



SO 

09 

72 

79 

33 

' 

112 

$50421 

10 

0 

- 

- 


- 

SO 

11 

49 

62 

33 


95 

$50,143 

12 

189 

167 

46 


213 

$123,415 

13 

213 

213 

59 

1 

273 

$170,446 

14 

193 

264 

82 

7 

353 

$230475 

15 

97 

130 

40 

6 

176 

$227,862 

Grand Total 

913 

985 

325 

14 

1324 

S894,428 
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Office of Technology lanovation and Acquisition 



Grade 

Number of 

Number of 

Number of 

Number of 

Grand Total 

Total Award 


Employees 
On-Board as 
of 9/24/11 

Employees 
Receiving 
Individual Cash 
Award 

Employees 

Receiving 

Individual 

Time-Off 

Award 

Employees 
Receiving 
Quality Step 
Increase 

Number of 
Employees 
Receiving 
Bonus/QSI 
Expenditure 

Amount 

01 

0 

- 

- 



$0 

02 

0 


- 

- 

- 

SO 

03 

! 

- 

I 

- 

1 

$8 

04 

2 


2 

- 

2 

S48 

05 

4 

2 

I 


3 

S2,S32 

06 

0 

- 

- 


- 

SO 

07 

5 

5 

3 


8 

$5,798 

08 

0 

- 

- 


- 

SO 

09 

9 

1 

1 


2 

$558 

to 

0 

- 

- 

- 


$0 

11 

14 

10 

5 


15 

$12,330 

12 

16 

9 

- 


9 

$12,850 

13 

18 

10 

8 

- 

18 

$16,660 

14 

67 

36 

!4 

2 

52 

$75345 

15 

26 

23 

4 

1 

28 

$72,546 

Grand Total 

162 

96 

39 

3 

138 

$198,675 




Office of Training and Development 



Grade 

Number of 

Number of 

Number of 

Number of 

Grand Total 

Total Award 


Employees On- 
Board as of 
9/24/11 

Employees 
Receiving 
Individual 
Cash Award 

Employees 

Receiving 

Individual 

Time-Off 

Award 

Employees 
Receiving 
Quality Step 
Increase 

Number of 
Employees 
Receiving 
Bonus/QSI 
Expenditure 

Amount 

01 

2 





SO 

02 

! 

- 

- 



SO 

03 

4 

- 



- 

so 

04 

5 

1 



1 

$1,500 

05 

2 

2 

- 


2 

$2,500 

06 

19 

6 

6 


12 

$7353 

07 

12 

3 

- 


3 

$4,500 

08 

4 

5 

4 

- 

9 

$6,812 

09 

48 

17 

9 


26 

$22,136 

10 

3 

2 

- 

- 

2 

$1,000 

11 

34 

20 

8 

- 

28 

$30,084 

12 

32 

22 

5 


27 

$35,015 

13 

391 

235 

82 

8 

325 

$372,915 

14 

89 

88 

22 

2 

112 

$220,177 

15 

13 

12 

2 


14 

$50,556 

Grand Total 

659 

413 

138 

to 

561 

$754,448 
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Office of Border Patroi 

Grade 

Number of 
Employees 
On-Board 
as of 
9/24/11 

Number of 
Employees 
Receiving 
Individual Cash 
Award 

.Number of 
Employees 
Receiving 
Individual 
Tirae-Off 
Award 

Number of 
Employees 
Receiving 
Quality Step 
increase 

Grand Total 
Number of 
Employees 
Receiving 
Bonus/QSI 
Expenditure 

Total Award 
Amount 

01 

4 

3 

- 

' 

3 

$1,200 

02 

4 

! 

1 


2 

$608 

03 

13 

3 

I 


4 

$2495 

04 

26 

10 

2 

' 

12 

$7,774 

05 

787 

10 

4 

- 

14 

$8,661 

06 

48 

43 

8 

- 

5! 

$44,179 

07 

1,493 

171 

41 

- 

212 

$171,012 

08 

36 

21 

1 

- 

22 

$23,466 

09 

2,443 

559 

116 

- 

675 

$630,683 

10 

517 

309 

31 

- 

340 

$373,162 

11 

3,215 

813 

225 

- 

1,038 

$1,047,764 

12 

10,610 

3,218 

768 

3 

3,989 

$4,334,808 

13 

3,783 

2,242 

275 

i 

2,518 

$4,107,815 

14 

318 

285 

56 

1 

342 

$603,412 

15 

69 

70 

3 


73 

$188,766 

Grand Total 

23,366 

7,758 

1,532 

5 

9,295 

11,545,605 


Unobligated Balapces 

Question: Please provide a list of all unobligated balances within CBP, by appropriation account, and when 
you anticipate that each amount will be expended. 

ANSWER: 


Department of Homeland Security 

Unobligated Balances 

Component: Customs and Border Protection 

Figures in thousands 

Account # 

Account Name 

Unobligated 
Balance (As of 
February 29, 
2012) 

Planned 

Obligation Dates 

70 12 0530 

Annual Salaries and 
Expenses: 

$ 5,134,630 

All funds will be 
obligated by 

09/30/12 

70 12/14 

0531 

Automation 

Modernization 

273,879 

All funds will be 
obligated by 

09/30/12 
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Department of Homeland Security 

Unobligated Balances 

Component: Customs and Border Protection 

Figures in thousands 

Account # 

Account Name 

Unobligated 
Balance (As of 
February 29, 
2012) 

Planned 

Obligation Dates 

70 

12/16/0532 

Construction 

210,076 

All funds will be 
obligated no later 
than the Q1 of FY 
2013 

70 12/14 

0533 

Border Security 
fencing, Infrastructure, 
and Technology 

356,283 

All funds will be 
obligated by 

09/30/13 

70 12/14 

0544 

Air and Marine 
Interdiction, 

Operations, 
Maintenance, and 
Procurement 

379,878 

Majority of funds 
will be obligated in 
FY12 with an 
residual balance for 
obligational 
adjustments 

70 11/12 

0530 

Multi-Year Salaries 
and Expenses 

2,303 

All funds will be 
obligated by 

09/30/12 

70X0503 

Legacy Salaries and 
Expenses 

855 

Remaining balance 
is for upward 
obligational 
adjustments 

70X0530 

Salaries and Expenses 

8,416 

All funds will be 
obligated by 

09/30/12 

70X0531 

Automation 

Modernization 

52,322 

All funds will be 
obligated by 

09/30/12 

70X0532 

Construction 

24,494 

All funds will be 
obligated by 

09/30/12 

70X0533 

Border Security 
fencing. Infrastructure, 
and Technology 

337,138 

Of this amount, 

$22 1 million will 
be obligated by 
9/30/12 with the 
remainder 
obligated no later 
than the Q3 ofFY 
2013 
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Department of Homeland Security 

Unobligated Balances 

Component: Customs and Border Protection 

Figures in thousands 

Account # 

Account Name 

Unobligated 
Balance (As of 
February 29, 
2012) 

Planned 

Obligation Dates 

70X0544 

Air and Marine 

70,713 

All funds will be 


Interdiction, 

Operations, 
Maintenance, and 
Procurement 


obligated by 

09/30/13 


Total 

$ 6,850,987 



Air & Marine Operations 


Question: Assistant Commissioner Kostelnik, what resources does the FY 2013 budget request include for 
critical Air and Marine operations beyond our borders, especially for drug interdiction operations in the source 
and transit zones? Please compare the resources to those actually utilized in FY 201 1 and those estimated for 
FY 2012 for the same purpose. 

ANSWER: 

The following table shows the comparative budgets for aircraft and personnel assigned to drug interdiction 
operations in the transit and delivery zones of the Caribbean, Eastern Pacific, and coastal approaches to the U.S. 
land borders, through the FY 2013 budget request. The Operations and Maintenance figures include all costs 
associated with daily operations, maintenance, logistic support, fuel and consumable supplies, as well as base 
support costs associated with the aircraft assigned. It should be noted that the Salaries and Expenses figures do 
not include the DHC-8 crew since they could not be broken-out specifically for the drug interdiction missions, 
but are relatively stable and would not provide a meaningful difference from year-to-year. 

CBP 0AM Resources for Beyond the Borders Operations 

($K) 

I ^^ 201 1 I FY 2012 I FY 2013 | 

Operations & Maintenance^ 


P-3 Patrol Aircraft 

89,963 

85,656 

81,398 

Guardian UAS 

602 

999 

999 

DHC-8 Patrol Aircraft | 

2,017 

2,714 

2,714 

Totals 

92,582 

89,369 

85,111 


Salaries & Expenses j 

32,939 1 

33,634 i 

33,760 


Totals 1 

125,521 1 

123,003 1 

118,871 

Year-to-Year Change 

c 

-2,518 ! 

-4,132 
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Question: Chief Fisher and Assistant Commissioner McAleenan, how do reduced drug interdiction operations 
within the source and transit zones affect the illegal flow crossing our borders, including in terms of volume and 
purity? 

ANSWER: 

Drug interdiction operations within the source/transit zone focus primarily on the interdiction of large-scale 
movements of cocaine consignments destined for North America, Europe, and other locations. Cocaine 
interceptions in the transit zone over the past four years have fallen significantly (64%). CBP seizures of 
cocaine at the border over the past four years peaked in FY 2009 and FY 2010 and then decreased in terms of 
both total weight seized and numbers of incidents in 201 1 . This same trend appears to be continuing in F Y 
2012. At the same time, the availability of cocaine in the United States and its average purity has decreased as 
per DEA and lACM reporting. 


Marine Operations 

Question: The CBP website states: “U.S. Customs and Border Protection is responsible for guarding nearly 
7,000 miles of land border the United States shares with Canada and Mexico and 2,000 miles of coastal waters 
surrounding the Florida peninsula and off the coast of Southern California. The agency also protects 95,000 
miles of maritime border in partnership with the United States Coast Guard." What is CBP’s role in the coastal 
waters of the United States in protecting the 95,000 miles of maritime border? How does that role relate to the 
Coast Guard’s role? 

ANSWER: 

The strategic approach of CBP places a premium on identifying and intercepting threats before they reach U.S. 
shores. This is accomplished by having CBP Office of Air and Marine (0AM) marine law enforcement 
resources serve as integral components in a layered, multi-agency maritime operation, This approach 
strengthens the security posture of the U.S. at its maritime borders. Additionally, this defense in depth strategy 
is consistent with CBP’s multi-mission responsibilities regarding the array of dangerous threats faced in the 
U.S. maritime domain. 

Marine Interdiction Agents (MIAs) employed by 0AM are full time law enforcement officers focused on 
protecting the Nation’s critical infrastructure through the coordinated use of an integrated air and marine force 
designed to detect, interdict and prevent acts of terrorism and the unlawful movement of persons, goods and 
contraband toward or across the borders of the United States. This core mission has changed little since United 
States Customs officers were first put on the water in 1 789. The 0AM customs authority exists nationwide on 
all air and maritime approaches to the United States. From an operational perspective, OAM focuses its 
resources and personnel on areas known or suspected of being smuggling routes. 

An integral part of the defense in depth strategy employed by OAM is the operation of P3 aircraft to detect and 
interdict criminal threats moving toward the United States in the maritime environment. The P3 fleet is used to 
patrol both the littoral approaches to the United States along with the drug source and transit zones where 
overcoming transnational threats requires teamwork and the coordination of multiple entities. In these zones, 
OAM coordinates with the larger law enforcement community through the Joint Interagency Task Force South 
(JIATF-S), which is headquartered in Key West, Florida. The P3 aircraft and the highly skilled Air Interdiction 
Agents and Officers who crew them provide detection, targeting and tracking to federal agencies involved in 
protecting the homeland. 

Expert law enforcement personnel employed by OAM conduct full scope law enforcement operations in the 
customs waters of the United States, which include the Great Lakes. They rely on specialized, flexible systems 
to remain ahead of a highly adaptive threats. Seeking to leverage both existing and emerging technologies for 
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use in homeland security missions, OAM personnel use an advanced array of vessels and sensors to detect and 
interdict small vessels attempting to evade and elude law enforcement to smuggle narcotics, illegal migrants, 
weapons, weapons of mass destruction or other contraband into the United States. 

OAM marine operations multiplies the scope and effectiveness of its agents by actively participating in 
numerous joint marine interdiction and investigative task forces whose primary focus is the interdiction of illicit 
goods and individuals attempting illegal entry into the United States. These efforts require that OAM partner 
with the U.S. Coast Guard in the same way it does other Federal, State, local or tribal agencies that conduct 
maritime law enforcement operations. 

The U.S. Customs Service, one of the legacy agencies of CBP, was also part of the legacy of other modern-day 
federal agencies. In the early days. Customs officers administered military pensions {Department of Veterans 
Affairs); collected import and export statistics (Bureau of Census); and, supervised customs duties collections 
by revenue cutters (U.S. Coast Guard). Today, CBP OAM continues to protect the revenue of the United States 
as well as the nation, its people and critical infrastructure. CBP is a law enforcement agency; the U.S. Coast 
Guard is a military service and a law enforcement agency. 

Candidates for the position of MIA must be experienced, credentialed mariners and possess a year of 
specialized law enforcement experience in order to be considered for a career in OAM. MIA are empowered 
and entrusted to independently make decisions without having to request permission prior to taking appropriate 
law enforcement action. This includes all reasonable force that an Agent may have to use in the performance of 
his or her duties. This includes the use of marine warning shots and marine disabling fire to safely and 
effectively stop non-compliant vessels. 

Within CBP, OAM is a law enforcement agency that focuses primarily on addressing criminal violations of 
U.S. Code Title 19 (Customs) and Title 8 (Immigration), while also enforcing various other maritime related 
laws. Under U.S. Code Title 14, Coast Guard Officers and Petty Officers have law enforcement authority on 
the high seas and waters over which the U.S. has jurisdiction for the prevention, detection, and suppression of 
violations of all laws of the U.S. In addition, under U.S. Code Title ! 9, Coast Guard Petty Officers, Warrant 
Officers, and Commissioned Officers are also Customs Officers. Coast Guard Captains of the Port also have 
broad authority to regulate maritime activity. 

Complementary activities of the two agencies ensure that an appropriate maritime law enforcement presence is 
maintained. This is particularly true when there are competing demands for service, which can divert resources 
originally tasked with a marine law enforcement response. The two agencies complement one another. The 
law enforcement authority carried by OAM MIAs is not restricted by the shoreline, nor is it limited to facilities 
immediately adjacent to U.S. waters. 

Question: Please list any CBP assets operated in coastal waters and describe resources dedicated to the 
maritime borders. In particular, please note where any marine assets operate and where those assets are based. 

ANSWER: 

There are 30 coastal locations staffed by OAM marine, where 355 MIAs operate a total of 1 1 1 vessels. There 
are also small riverine vessels, which OAM owns, equips, maintains and provides fuel for. These vessels are 
utilized on rivers and lakes along land borders of the United States such as the Rio Grande, the St. Lawrence 
Seaway and Lake Champlain. These vessels are operated by Office of Border Patrol (OBP) Agents who staff 
Border Patrol Agent- Marine (BPA-M) positions. The BPA-M position is a collateral duty for Border Patrol 
Agents that requires a three year commitment to the marine program by the BP A. Upon completing the three 
year commitment, the BPA returns to his or her land based duties. In total, the OAM marine fleet consists of 
299 vessels, ail of which are used to support CBP’s maritime mis.sion. 
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There are i 7 marine units along the South East (SE) Region of the United States which includes Florida, 
Mississippi, Louisiana, Puerto Rico and St. Thorns, US Virgin Islands. These units are staffed by 138 MIAs 
that operate 6 1 vessels. The SE Region employs the following assets; 

• 39-foot Interceptor Class Midnight Express - the most powerful Interceptor vessel used by law 
enforcement anywhere in the world, the Midnight Express is an integral part of the 0AM mission to stop 
maritime smuggling into the United States. Working in conjunction with 0AM aviation assets, the 
Midnight Express operates in offshore coastal waters to combat maritime smuggling. This vessel is also 
used to provide security for U.S. ports fix>m £K:ts of terrorism. The Midnight Express operates with a 
minimum crew of three MIAs, who work in conjunction with DHS, DOD and other federal, state and 
local law enforcement agencies to accomplish their missions. 

• 38'foot Interceptor Class Secure - Around-Flotation-Equipped (SAFE) Boat- with fabricated marine- 
grade aluminum hulls and polyethylene clo^ cell foam collars. This vessel is ideal for performing law 
enforcement missions in rough seas and in areas congested with waterborne debris. The protective cabin 
area of the SAFE Boat has heat and air conditioning to protect the crews from the elements. This SAFE 
Boat is used both inland and offshore for the pursuit and boarding of vessels transiting in rough waters 
and in locations with extreme weather conditions. The SAFE Boat operates with a minimum crew of 
three MIAs, who work in conjunction with DHS, DOD and other federal, state and local law 
enforcement agencies to accomplish their missions. 

• 33-foot Interceptor Class SAFE Boat - with fabricated marine-grade aluminum hulls and polyethylene 
closed cell foam collars. This vessel is ideal for performing law enforcement missions in rough seas and 
in areas congested with waterborne debris. The protective cabin area of the SAFE Boat has heat and air 
conditioning to protect the crews from the elements. This SAFE Boat is used both inland and off shore 
for pursuing and boarding of vessels transiting in rough waters and in locations with extreme weather 
conditions. The SAFE Boat operates with a minimum crew of three MIAs, who work in conjunction 
with DHS, DOD and other and other federal, state and local law enforcement agencies to accomplish 
their missions. 

• 30-foot Coastal Enforcement Class Intrepid - These vessels serve as multi-purpose law enforcement 
vessels. The hull design makes it ideal for enforcement operations in shallow, inland and near coastal 
waters. The Intrepid can also be utilized for both covert and overt missions. The vesseTs configuration 
allows the law enforcement crew to covertly observe illegal activity. The vessel’s shallow draft allows 
its two member (minimum) crew to pursue smugglers who offload contraband in remote and shallow 
regions. The starboard-side dive door allows for easy pick-up of floating contraband. The Intrepid meets 
the demands for a small, fast, highly maneuverable vessel that can be used to interdict, patrol, conduct 
surveillance and port security support functions that make up the mission set of 0AM marine operations. 
Its versatility allows 0AM to provide DHS, DOD, and other law enforcement agencies, viable and 
effective maritime law enforcement support. 

There are four coastal locations along the South West Border (SWB) Region. These units are located in 
Galveston, Corpus Christi, and Brownsville Texas and San Diego, California. Along the SWB, 75 MIAs operate 
19 vessels in southern Texas and California. The SWB Region utilizes the 39-foot Interceptor Class Midnight 
Express, the 38-foot Interceptor Class SAFE Boat, the 33-foot Interceptor Class SAFE Boat and the 30-foot 
Coastal Enforcement Class Intrepid, as described above. 

There are nine coastal lake and river locations along the Northern Border Region (NBR). The vessels assigned 
to these units are located in Port Angeles and Bellingham Washington, Sault Ste. Marie, Port Huron, and 
Trenton Michigan, Sandusky, Ohio, Erie, Pennsylvania, and Buffalo and Rochester, New York. There are 30 
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vessels operated by 1 1 8 MIAs along the northern border. The NBR utilizes 39-foot Interceptor Class Midnight 
Express vessels, 38-foot Interceptor Class SAFE Boats and the 33-foot Interceptor Class SAFE Boats. 

There are also several different types of 0AM aircraft ftiat perform maritime missions including the P-3, 
Predator Unmanned Aircraft System (UAS), DHC-8 Multi-roie Patrol Aircraft (MPA), the KA-350 Multi-role 
Enforcement Aircraft (MEA), C-12 King Air Maritime Surveillance Aircraft, Cheyenne III (CHET) PA-42 
interceptor fixed wing aircraft C-550 Citation II Interceptor Aircraft, AW-1 39 helicopters and UH-60 
helicopters. 

CBP operates a fleet of six P-3 Long Range Tracker (LRT) and eight P-3B Airborne Early Warning (AEW) 
aircraft based in Jacksonville, Florida and Corpus Christi, Texas. The P-3s are equipped with an Electro- 
Optical (EO)/Infrared (IR) sensor, multi-mode search radar, secure communications and video and data satellite 
downlink capabilities. 

The P-3 AEW is tasked with detection, monitoring, and interdiction of illicit trafficking by Transnational 
Criminal Organizations (TCOs), activities which impact the security of the United States and partner nations. 
The P3 aircraft are four-engine, all-weather platform designed for command, control, communications, 
intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance roles. The aircraft carries a crew of eight, consisting of pilot, co- 
pilot, flight engineer, and radar/sensor operators. The P3 and crew are routinely sent on temporary duty to 
support the initiatives of the United States and foreign partner governments designed to stem smuggling into the 
United States. 

The P-3 LRT aircraft are high-endurance, all-weather, tactical turbo-prop aircraft used by CBP 0AM to 
intercept and track airborne and surface based smuggling threats. The P-3 LRT is an all-weather platform 
designed for communications, intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance roles. Three of the aircraft are 
equipped with SeaVue multimode radars and all the aircraft have EO/IR systems. The P-3 LRT aircraft 
sometimes fly in tandem with the P-3 AEW, a method of patrolling known as a Double Eagle operation. 

The MQ-9 Predator B UAS maritime variants employ the SeaVue high performance multi-mode radar, which 
provides the capability of maritime surveillance and tracking. It is also equipped with a multi-resolution 
Inverse Synthetic Aperture Radar (ISAR) for imaging maritime targets. The maritime UAS variants also are 
capable of employing an Ocean Surveillance Initiative (OSl) processor which utilizes high resolution radar data 
and Automatic Identification System (AIS) data to provide front end processing with an operator interface that 
can simultaneously auto detect and track. CBP currently has nine UASs, two of which are SeaVue compatible. 
The maritime variants are stationed at Cape Canaveral, Florida. 

There are seven DHC-8 aircraft in the 0AM fleet. DHC-8 aircraft are equipped with SeaVue multimode radars 
and EO/IR sensors, and like the P3 and Predator UAS are effective at detecting, sorting and tracking maritime 
smugglers in the littoral waters and maritime approaches to the United States. 0AM had originally planned to 
acquire additional DHC-8 aircraft but the manufacturer made a decision to close its production line in favor of a 
production line designed to make larger, more expensive aircraft that did not meet 0AM mission needs. The 
0AM DHC-8 aircraft are currently based in Puerto Rico, Miami, Florida and New Orleans, Louisiana. 

In response to the loss of the DHC-8 production line, CBP awarded a contract for King Air 350 Multi-role 
Enforcement Aircraft (MEA). The MEA is equipped with an EO/IR sensor, multi-mode search radar, secure 
communications, signals sensing equipment, and video and data satellite downlink capabilities. Two MEAs 
have been delivered to date with three additional MEAs procured with delivery dates prior to June 2012. Two 
aircraft are stationed in San Diego, and one each are scheduled to be deployed in Jacksonville, Florida, Detroit, 
Michigan, and Bellingham, Washington. 

The C-12 King Air Maritime Surveillance Aircraft are medium range, twin turbo-prop aircraft. These aircraft 
support investigation and enforcement efforts by conducting surveillance, tracking, and intelligence missions 
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with equipment specifically designed for those missions, to include over-water operations. There are currently 
eleven C-12 Model C and B aircraft. These are stationed in Bellingham, Washington; San Angelo, Texas; 
Detroit, Michigan; Jacksonville, Florida, San Diego, California and at the National Training Center (NTC), in 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma. Five C- 1 2M aircraft will be retired according to current 0AM plans, because these 
aircraft have exceeded their normal service life exp^itancy. The C-12 aircraft are planned for replacement by 
the more capable King Air 350 MEA aircraft. 

The Piper Cheyenne III (CHET) PA-42 interceptors are high-endurance all-weather, tactical turbo-prop aircraft, 
designed for long-range missions. The CHET is equipped with fire-control radar and a FLIR system. Like the 
C-l2Ms, these aircraft have exceeded their life expectancy, which has resulted in reduced operational readiness. 
One CHET has already been retired and the remaining four are located in Jacksonville, Florida. The MEA is 
also designed to replace the CHET. 

The C-550 Citation II aircraft are all weather tactical jets used to intercept and track airborne threats and to 
enforce airspace security over critical venues. There are currently twenty-six C-550 Citations in the 0AM 
inventory, of which 60 percent are nearing 30 years of service life. The C-550 aircraft flown by OAM are 
currently located in Bellingham, Washington; San Angelo, Texas; Albuquerque, New Mexico; Detroit, 
Michigan; Houston, Texas; Plattsburgh, New York; San Diego, California, Tucson, Arizona and the National 
Training Center in Oklahoma City. The four upgraded C-550 aircraft will be based in Tucson, Arizona and San 
Diego, California. 

The UH-60 helicopter is a medium lift, twin engine design that helps to ensure safe and effective operations in 
the maritime environment. Four new UH-60Ms were procured. The OAM UH-60 aircraft are stationed in 
Bellingham, Washington; Puerto Rico; Miami, Florida; Great Falls, Montana; San Diego, California and 
Tucson, Arizona. The UH-60M aircraft are deployed in Miami and Puerto Rico for Caribbean operations. 
Aircraft converted from A to L models will be employed in Tucson, Arizona. 

The AW-139 is a medium sized, twin-engine turbo shaft helicopter manufactured by Augusta Westland. The 
AW- 139 has an integrated avionic system, which provides the basis for managing its sensors and its 
comprehensive communications suite required for its law enforcement role. Both of these aircraft are currently 
stationed in Detroit, Michigan and support operations in and around the Great Lakes. 

Question: Does CBP have any plans to expand its role in protecting the maritime borders? If so, how and 
using what resources? 

ANSWER: 

In conjunction with other CBP and DHS components, the Office of Air and Marine (OAM) is considering 
expanding its operational role in protecting the maritime border to address specific changes in smuggling 
patterns. As a general rule, OAM is constantly evaluating threat information developed by Marine Interdiction 
Agents and other law enforcement agents, and, based on the threat information, adjusts vessel and personnel 
deployments to address emerging security threats to the United States. 

United States - Canada Joint Border Threat & Risk Assessment 


Question: Released in July 2010, the United States - Canada Joint Border Threat and Reduction Assessment 
was prepared by U.S. Customs and Border Protection, the Canada Border Services Agency, the Royal Canadian 
Mounted Police and other contributing agencies, but the document does not mention the Coast Guard. Did the 
Coast Guard support development of the assessment? If so, how? If not, why not? 
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ANSWER; 

The Coast Guard did not directly participate in the development of the Canada Joint Border Threat and 
Reduction Assessment, but provided indirect informational support through participation in the Integrated 
Border Intelligence Teams. 


Beyond the Border Declaration With Canada 

Question: Please provide additional information on any plans for expanded preclearance operations as are 
included in the Beyond the Border shared vision, to include proposed new locations, staffing requirements, 
expected costs, and projected timelines. Who would pay for these new preclearance locations? How would 
these new initiatives differ from existing arrangements? 

ANSWER: 

Through Beyond the Border (BTB), the United States and Canada have committed to negotiating, by December 
2012, a preclearance agreement in the land, rail and marine modes, and updating the existing preclearance 
agreement for the air mode. These negotiations will allow for frill rail and maritime preclearance operations in 
Vancouver, British Columbia, where CBP currently conducts pre-inspeclion (admissibility only) operations. As 
CBP is already conducting pre-inspection in Vancouver, transitioning to full preclearance has minimal cost and 
resource implications. CBP has no current plans to expand air preclearance beyond the eight Canadian airports 
in which CBP currently operates preclearance. 

Question: The Beyond the Border vision also proposes to work towards an integrated United States-Canada 
entry-exit system, including an exchange of entry information in the land environment. Please provide 
additional details on this proposed entry-exit system, to include specifics on its deployment timeline, 
information-sharing agreements, and cost estimates. 

ANSWER: 

The “entry/exit” piece of the Beyond the Border action plan states that the United States and Canada will serve 
as the exit function for the other country by exchanging entry records. Entries into one country will 
simultaneously serve as exit records from the other. For example, if a traveler enters Canada, the Canadian 
Border Services Agency (CBSA) will transmit that entry data back to DHS; DHS in turn will use the data as the 
record of the individuars departure from the United States. In return, the United States will do the same for 
Canada. Through this mechanism, each country will achieve a land exit solution by working together and 
negating the need for costly new infrastructure or processes that could interfere wiUt the flow of commerce in 
the border region. DHS will provide a robust redress process, so that those who believe they were mistakenly 
identified as an overstay because their records were not collected appropriately can ask to have their 
information updated. DHS will also complete a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the Canada 
Border Services Agency to define the types of data will be exchanged and how it will be used. The phases for 
the entry/exit piece of Beyond the Border are as follows: 

• By September 30, 2012, Canada and the U.S. will begin implementation of a pilot project exchanging 
entry data for third country nationals, permanent residents of Canada, and U.S. lawful permanent 
residents, who enter each country through two to four common LPOEs (land ports-of-entry). This 
“Phase i” pilot project will have minimal cost. 

• By June 30, 2013, Canada and the U.S. will begin implementation of a program exchanging the entry 
data for third country nationals, permanent residents of Canada and U.S. lawful permanent residents in 
the United States, who enter through ail automated common LPOEs. 
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• By June 30, 2014, Canada and the U.S. will expand the program to include the exchange of entry data 
for all travelers who enter through any automated common land border ports of entry, noting that neither 
country would notify the other when their citizens enter the other country, except in very limited 
circumstances. 

If implemented on schedule, the United States will have a ftilly functioning land border exit system at its 
Northern Border using biographic data in 2014. This initiative is expected to greatly enhance DBS’s ability to 
identify departures and successfully match entry and exit records, and thus identify those who have overstayed 
their lawful period of admission. Essentially, this will provide to DBS information that previously was 
unavailable, which can be used for the purpose of better enforcing existing immigration laws. Further, this can 
be accomplished through no physical changes at the borders and no visible change to existing processing for 
travelers entering the United States, which will remove the possibility of any traveler inconvenience. 

The first phase of the effort for 2012 will have minimal cost, and DBS is still identifying the costs for 
subsequent phases through its discussion with Canada. 

Overtime 


Question: What has CBP historically spent on overtime for all personnel? Please provide total fiinding levels 
for FY 2009-2012 year to date and funding estimated for FY 2012 and FY 2013. What efficiencies has CBP 
sought in the utilization of these funds? 

ANSWER: 


CBP Overtime Breakout 



Actuals {$k) 

Projections ($k) 

Office OT Type 

2012 

2009 2010 2011 ytd* 

2012Proj 2013Proj 

Total 

All 

Overtime 

$695,562 

$732,397 

$779,904 

$306,586 

$780,110 

$792,679 


♦March 12, 2012 


See the chart above for historical overtime spending. In terms of efficiencies, CBP continues to pursue several 
Business Transformation Initiatives, such as ready lanes in the land border environment, Global Entry kiosks in 
the air environment, and new mobile technologies. These initiatives shorten processing time by segmenting high 
risk and low risk traffic and this helps to reduce wait times as low risk traffic is cleared more quickly and 
efficiently and CBP Officers are free to focus upon the higher risk traffic. 

Question: What has CBP historically spent on overtime for CBP officers? Please provide total funding levels 
for FY 2009-2012 year to date and ftmding estimated for FY 2012 and FY 2013. Bow is the funding level 
determined for each year? Bow are the funds utilized? 
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ANSWER: 


CBP Overtime Breakout 



Actuals ($k) 

Projections ($k) 

Office OT Type 

2012 

2009 2010 2011 

YlD* 

2012Proj 2013Proj 

Total 

All Overtime 
(CBP Officers) 

$276,278 

$261,943 

$259,469 

$88,584 

$239,000 

$218,000 


♦March 12, 2012 


In addition to available funding from the fee collections and guidance from the appropriations act to determine 
funding level, OFO relies on historical averages and actual overtime costs to determine funding needs. The 
overtime funding strategy must remain flexible enough to sup|X)rt the changing operations as a result of surge 
and peak-time operations that vary from year to year. 

The funds are used to ensure sufficient staffing is available to perform the full range of inspection, intelligence 
analysis, examination, and lav^? enforcement activities that relate to the arrival and departure of persons, 
conveyances, and merchandise at our nation’s ports of entry. 

Question: What has CBP historically spent on overtime for Border Patrol agents? Please provide total funding 
levels for FY 2009-2012 year to date and funding estimated for FY 2012. How is the funding level determined 
for each year? How are the funds utilized? 

ANSWER: 


CBP Overtime Breakout 



Actuals ($k) 

Projections ($k) 

Office OT Type 

2012 

2009 2010 2011 ytd* 

2012Proj 2013Proj 

Total 

All Overtime 
(Border Patrol 
Agents) 

$368,577 

$417,044 

$466,760 

$197,614 

$501,776 

$535,811 


♦March 12, 2012 


The funding level is determined by the field managers and supervisors in meeting the operational requirements 
for accomplishing the Border Patrol mission priorities. The Border Patrol’s overtime budget is part of the 
Customs and Border Protection’s total payroll budget. The funding level is adjusted each year based on the 
anticipated staffing levels and the mission requirements for that year. 

The overtime funds are utilized for meeting short term staffing shortages and for conducting special operations 
during surge activities along the border. Overtime funds are only used when permanent personnel are not 
available to meet the staffing requirements or where inteimittent personnel would not be cost advantageous in 
addressing the short term need for additional staff. 
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Reimbursement Authority Proposal 

Question: What is the reaction from the airline industry and the trade community to the proposed 
reimbursement authority for “CBP services”? How would CBP assure industry that such authority would not be 
abused? 

ANSWER: 

CBP is committed to continue to have outreach with the airline industry regarding our policies and their 
implementation. Through the User Fee Advisory Committee, industry will also have the opportunity to receive 
information and provide recommendations pertinent to this potentially proposed authority. It can be inferred 
that industry may express concerns about CBP charging or expecting reimbursement for services formerly 
provided through user fee collections or appropriated funds only. Additionally, over the years, CBP has been 
asked by airports and airlines whether they would enter in to just such an agreement in order to staff additional 
lanes either due to expansion of the number of lanes at airports or to accommodate more flights. 

Targeting Capabilities 

Question: Assistant Commissioner McAleenan, Congress provided a $10 million increase for targeting 
systems and $5 million increase for the National Targeting Center in FY 2012. How are these enhancements 
being used? 

ANSWER: 

National Targeting Center ($5 million) 

The additional $5.0 million provided will support requisite staffing levels at the National Targeting Center - 
Passengers (NTC-P) by funding the salaries for staff that have been realigned to the NTC-P from field locations. 
So as to mitigate the impact on the front-line in the Field Offices in terms of staffing and funds availability, this 
funding provides for NTC staffing that was realigned. 

Systems for Targeting ($10 million) 

CBP will use the additional funds to improve passenger and cargo targeting efforts, specifically focusing on the 
following CBP priorities: implement entity resolution augmentations, develop visualization tools, and apply 
predictive modeling and machine learning capabilities. 

Entity Resolution 

CBP will employ a three phased approach to improve entity resolution: name matching, data augmentation, and 
entity resolution, using a variety of name matching routines and algorithms to continually assess the utility of 
existing and new routines to result in the most efficient and accurate encounter dispositions. 

During FY 2012, CBP will establish a Test and Evaluation Environment (T&E) to effectively and rigorously 
evaluate name matching routines ^d candidate Commercial Off the Shelf (COTS) solutions. CBP will integrate 
the latest technology in open source name-matching routines into its workflow (e.g., Jaro-Winkler, Metaphone, 
name rarity heuristics), and continue to examine promising new algorithms as they are developed. In addition, 
CBP will conduct market research and evaluate the effectiveness of COTS identity management products using 
the T&E Environment. 

Visualization 

Data visualization is an integral component of data analysis or the process of looking at and summarizing data 
with the intent to extract useful information and develop conclusion or inferences and recognize patterns or 
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anomalies. Development of visualization capabilities will allow CBP to communicate relevant information to 
analysts clearly and effectively through graphical means. 

CBP will develop and implement visualization tools in the following areas: 

Flight Position Display. This will facilitate targeting efforts by presenting flights and vessels in terms of 
proximity to ports of entry. The spatial representation of information drives workflow by automatically 
prioritizing flights and vessels to be targeted via arrival and departure times. 

Flight Link Analysis. This effort will allow analysts to investigate flights and passengers that are of interest. 

The discovery too! should reveal affiliates of these travelers based on linkages between elements in the Advance 
Passenger Information/Passenger Name Record (API and PNR) records (e.g., credit card and telephone 
numbers). 

Modeling 

Data-driven modeling is an important complement to rules-based targeting since models can identify anomalies 
and patterns that would escape traditional methodologies, as well as highlight subtle features and combinations 
of features that are predictive of future behavior. CBP will develop and operationalize analytical and predictive 
models to detect patterns in data by taking advantage of all available data in a parallel manner. Additionally, 
CBP will employ machine learning models that incorporate new findings and evolve and learn in real time. 

CBP will update the Land Border Narcotics Mode! - this mode! is over six years old and does not take 
advantage of data derived from Land Border Integration (LBl; formerly Western Hemisphere Travel Initiative) 
requirements. Additionally, the current modeling effort is not localized; it is optimized for use along the 
southwest border, but has not been leveraged for use along the northern border. The new model which CBP 
will produce will use state-of-the-art analytics tools to identify patterns of high-risk inbound and outbound 
vehicular and passenger traffic. CBP will develop an advanced analytics data mart based historical land border 
crossings data, LBI data, and narcotics seizure data to identify predictors for anomalous behavior. The model 
will then perform the real-time risk scoring for land border crossings. This will augment the current rules based 
targeting performed by the Automated Targeting System (ATS) at land borders. 

Although modeling has great value in targeting, it is important to note that it is not intended to replace rules- 
based targeting. Rather modeling is intended to complement rules-based targeting, especially because in many 
cases rules-based targeting is based on intelligence and anticipated changes in adversary behavior whereas 
modeling focuses on identifying patterns in historic data. 

Question: While CBP and ICE have been asked to support pre-adjudication vetting of all visa applicants, the 
effort is not mentioned in the F Y 20 1 3 request. How will that effort be funded? 

ANSWER: 

The pre-adjudication visa vetting initiative is a collaborative effort among CBP, ICE and Department of State 
(DOS). The components are coordinating on the development of a screening process, with business 
requirements still being finalized within their respective Departments. ICE has approved initial FY12 funding 
to enhance their Visa Security Program Tracking System (VSPTS) to interface with CBP’s Automated 
Targeting System (ATS) and DOS’s Consular Consolidated Database (CCD); however, the joint personnel costs 
to support the initiative are still in DHS discussion. 

Question: Does the FY 2013 request provide the National Targeting Center with the staff needed to support its 
anticipated workload and mission? Will you still need to rely on measures like temporary duty personnel and 
overtime to do the job in FY 2013? 
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ANSWER: 

The FY 2013 request provides the National Targeting Center with the stafi' needed to support its anticipated 
workload and mission and will mitigate but not eliminate the need to augment permanent NTC staff with 
temporary duty (TDY) personnel and overtime. The NTC continually assesses its resource needs based on 
existing and future operations and programs. Since its establishment, the NTC has continued to demonstrate 
adaptability and growth, adapting processes to address ever changing threats, and growing operations to 
expanding mission areas. The ability to augment staff through overtime and TDY officers has enabled the NTC 
to respond to emerging threats quickly and effectively, to stand up operations, and initiate new programs. 

An integral part of CBP's layered enforcement strategy, the NTC must continue to leverage classified, law 
enforcement, commercial, and open-source information in new, proactive ways to target and coordinate 
examinations of high-risk passengers and cargo in all modes of transport. The NTC’s workload has expanded 
dramatically and its strategy requires enhanced technology, more and improved advance information, and 
staffing appropriate to the dramatically increased workload of expanding areas of engagement. 

Question: Chief Fisher, how do you anticipate using targeting capabilities to enhance the information provided 
to Border Patrol agents? 

ANSWER: 

Border Patrol agents routinely utilize the National Targeting Center to enhance record checks and information 
searches. Our field agents continue to experience good response times from the NTC and 1 expect this positive 
relationship to continue. 

Fleet Maintenance 


Question: The FY 20 1 3 request proposes to extend the life cycle of all CBP vehicles and to reduce the size of 
the fleet. Please provide details regarding the analysis that led to this recommendation. In addition, provide a 
comparison of the current data with all proposed changes (i.e., current and proposed life cycle for vehicles; 
current vehicle fleet numbers and proposed fleet numbers). 

ANSWER: 

Seeking a strategy to realize savings through cost avoidance, CBP's Office of Administration Mobile Assets 
Program Management Office conducted a study of the average age and mileage of vehicles retired between FY 
2009-10. By extending the lifecycle of CBP vehicles, CBP will achieve savings through deferment of $41.0 
million in vehicle requirements in FY 2013. 



Table 1: CBP Current and CBP Proposed Replacement Criteria 
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Table 2 depicts current proposed reduction targets of 553 vehicles. The remaining vehicle inventory is projected to be 26,50 1 . 
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Question: Assistant Commissioner McAIeenan, how will the proposed fleet management changes and 
extension of average vehicle life cycles impact Field Operations in the out-years? 

ANSWER: 

The Office of Field Operations (OFO) will incur additional costs associated with the maintenance, repair and 
operation of the vehicle fleet. The tables below illustrate the escalating costs associated with an aging fleet. 
Annual maintenance costs are expected to rise from $2.9 million to $3.5 million over the next 5 years. 
Additionally, the fleet is expected to realize an increase in downtime. Over the same period, the amount of 
downtime is projected to rise from 24,000 total hours to 31,000 total hours per year. The downtime is time that 
a vehicle will be out of service for maintenance and/or repair activities. 

The increases in operations and maintenance costs are offset by the $7.8M reduction in the fleet acquisition 
budget for OFO vehicles. This reduction is part of the overall $41 M reduction in vehicle acquisitions for CBP. 

Figure 1: OFO Vehicle Maintenance Cost Projections 


OFO Vehicle Maintenance Cost Projections 



2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

Fiscal Year 


Figure 2: OFO Vehicle Downtime Projections 


OFO Total Estimated Downtime Projections 



2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

Fiscal Year 
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Questioo: Chief Fisher, how will the pro}X)sed fleet management changes and extension of average vehicle life 
cycles impact Field Operations in the out-years? 

ANSWER: 

The United States Border Patrol will incur additional costs associated with the maintenance, repair and 
operation of the vehicle fleet. The tables below illustrate the escalating costs associated with an aging fleet. 
Annual maintenance costs are expected to rise from $60 million to $75 million over the next 5 years. 
Additionally, the fleet is expected to realize an increase in downtime. Over the same period, the vehicle 
downtime is projected to rise from 5 1 0,000 total hours to 68 1 ,000 total hours per year. The downtime is time 
that a vehicle will be out of service for maintenance and/or repair activities. 

The increases in operations and maintenance costs are offset by the $28. 7M reduction in the fleet acquisition 
budget for OBP vehicles. This reduction is part of the overall $41M reduction in vehicle acquisitions for CBP. 


Figure 3: OBP Vehicle Maintenance Cost Projections 
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Global Supply Cfaaip Security Strategy 

Question: The Giobai Supply Chain Security Strategy profwses to assess alternatives to the 100 percent 
maritime cargo scanning mandate required by the 9/11 and SAFE Port Acts. What specific cargo security 
program changes are being considered through this strategy? How would they affect current and planned 
Secure Freight Initiative (SFI) operations? 

ANSWER: 

The National Strategy for Global Supply Chain Security promotes a secure, efficient, and resilient global supply 
chain through layered risk-based security. To accomplish this, among other things, the Strategy directs federal 
Departments and Agencies to promote necessary legislation that supports implementation, which would include 
possible amendments to the SAFE Port Act. 

At this time, DHS is assessing whether it will be necessary to extend the deadline for the 100% scanning 
mandate established in Section 232(a) of the SAFE Port Act (P.L. 109-347). We currently believe that some 
of the required conditions for a two-year extension exist but our assessment is not yet complete, nor has a final 
decision been made. Should a determination be made to pursue amending the mandate to reflect the Strategy’s 
layered, risk-based approach, DHS would seek to work with Congress. 

Following the release of the Strategy on January 25, 2012, an extensive six-month outreach and analysis effort 
began, involving discussions with foreign and domestic public and private sector stakeholders and threat and 
risk assessments. The results of this six-month effort will be used to identify gaps and vulnerabilities and 
develop federal implementation plans. No specific cargo security programs - including the Secure Freight 
Initiative - will be identified for change until the results have been analyzed and even then changes will only be 
made if necessary to support the President’s strategic goals. 

Non-Intrusive Inspection Equipment 

Question: What percentage of rail cars, maritime cargo, and trucks were subjected to an Nil examination in FY 
201 1 and FY 2012 to date, distinguishing between those entering and departing the United States? 

ANSWER: 


Below are the percentages of Nil examinations for entering conveyances: 



FYll 

First 

Quarter 

FY12 

Rail 

95.0% 

96.2% 

Truck 

27.9% 

29.1% 

Vessel 

4.1% 

3.6% 


Outbound percentages for departures are not available as CBP’s automated systems do not capture the total 
number of outbound privately owned vehicles (POVs), trucks, northern border rail, and sea containers, with the 
exception of southbound rail examinations. Nil examinations within the southwest border rail environment for 
departures is approximately 1 00 percent. 

The chart below provides the number of Nil outbound examinations performed within the air, land and sea 
environments for FY 201 1, and FY 2012 to date (as of 2/29/12): 
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1 FY 2011 

1 FY 2012 (to date) I 

Port Type 

Commercial 

Cai^ 

POVs 

Commercial 

Cargo 

POVs 

Air 

52 : 

38 

4 

0 

Northern Border 
Land 

14,820 

8,794 

2,861 

1,918 

Southern Border 
Land 

11,244 

127,901 

4,896 

36,766 

Northern Border 

Rail 

36,991 

12 

16,509 

0 

Southern Border 

Rail 

639,505 

42 

274,136 

0 

Sea 

32,827 

7,343 

18,652 

4,209 

Total Outbound 

735,439 

144,130 

317,058 

42,893 


Question: Please provide an updated inventory by location of deployed large-scale Nil systems, including 
planned investments. Please reflect any additional or replacement acquisitions still coming in FY 2012 and 
planned for FY 2013. 

ANSWER: 

The response is FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY and will be provided to the committee in an appropriate manner. 

Question: As Nil equipment ages, what is the impact to operations? How much of the current equipment sits 
idle because of maintenance or manpower issues? 

ANSWER: 

The response is FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY and will be provided to the committee in an appropriate manner. 

Container Security Initiative 

Question: Please update information provided last year and list: the number of high risk cargo exams 
conducted under CSI in foreign ports of export in FY 201 1 and FY 2012 to date: the number of containers 
scanned in the SFI ports in FY 201 1 and to date in FY 2012; and the number of containers inspected at CSI 
ports that were re-inspected upon arrival at domestic seaports in FY 201 1 and to date in FY 2012. 

ANSWER: 

In FY 201 1, CBP conducted 45,452 high risk cargo Container Security Initiative (CSI) exams in foreign ports 
of export, and 18,263 exams in FY 2012 to date (through February 29, 2012). CBP scanned 48,025 Secure 
Freight Initiative (SFI) containers in FY 201 1 and 16,835 exams in FY 2012 to date (through February 29, 
2012 ). 

CSI does not currently collect data on the number of shipments that were examined in a CSI port and were re- 
examined upon arrival at the domestic seaports. CSI conducts examinations on shipments identified as high 
risk for terrorism and weapons of mass effect. Those same shipments may be re-examined upon arrival in the 
U.S. for several reasons: high risk for trade related violations (Intellectual Property Rights, product safety, etc.); 
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high risk for agriculture violations; random examinations; new intelligence received that may raise the risk 
determination after it h^ left a CSI port; and examinations for other government agencies. The scope of 
targeting in a domestic port is much broader than that in a CSI foreign port so there are numerous legitimate 
reasons that a shipment may be re-examined for reasons other than national security. 

Global Entrv/lntcniatfonal Registered Traveler 

Question: Please provide the latest enrollment numbere for SENTRI, NEXUS, FAST, and Global Entry. Also 
include the percentage of entries that individuals utilizing these programs represents at the land and air ports of 
entry respectively. 

ANSWER: 

As of March 12, 2012, the total trusted traveler program enrollment is 1,296,210. By program, the enrollment 
numbers are; Global Entiy (287,026); NEXUS (65 1 ,906); SENTRI (279, 1 39); FAST North (66,349); and 
FAST South (11, 790). In FY2012, 18.8 percent of the vehicles and 15.6 percent of the travelers use the 
SENTRI lanes; at the northern land border 1 1 .7 percent of the vehicles and 8.8 percent of the travelers use the 
NEXUS lanes; and at airports 3.9 percent of the travelers use the Global Entry /NEXUS kiosks. 

Automated Commercial Enviropment 


Question: The trade community has consistently indicated that Cargo Release is its top priority. In July 201 1, 
CBP completed the Cargo Release Concept of Operations and Operational Requirements Document. As a 
result of this progress, the FY 2012 conference agreement provided CBP the flexibility to fund Cargo Release at 
the requested $60 million. What funding is dedicated to Cargo Release in FY 2012? What specific activities 
will those fimds support? 

ANSWER: 

$25.4 million is dedicated to Cargo Release in FY 2012. The $25.4 million is carryover funds previously 
identified as ITDS funding in Appendix D of the FY 12 ACE Expenditure Plan. This funding will partially 
fund Cargo Release development and the completion of documentation needed for the Acquisition Decision 
Event (ADE) 2A decision. Cargo Release is anticipated to have ten drops of functionality based on the Rough 
Order of Magnitude (ROM). Each drop is to be a useful segment of functionality that can be deployed into 
production for the end-users. The first drop. Air Simplified Entry, is being funded out of this $25.4 million so 
that the functionality can be built and piloted. 

CBP announced via a Federal Register notice on November 9, 201 1 a plan to conduct a test of a simplified entry 
capability. The test includes functionality specific to the filing of entry data for forma! and informal 
consumption entries in the air transportation mode only. CBP has selected nine brokers to participate in its 
Simplified Entry pilot test 

Future phases will build upon prior phases with the ultimate goal of delivering all of the functionality in cargo 
release. The Simplified Entry project resulted from the work of the Simplified Process joint industry-CBP 
Workgroup which was established in April 201 1 with the goal of formulating viable solutions that are mutually 
beneficial and diminish the administrative burden related to impKWling into the U.S. 
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Question: How much additional funding is needed per year- and specifically for how many more years - to 
complete delivery of Cargo Release? 

ANSWER: 

The Rough Order of Magnitude (ROM) for Cargo Relea^ was notionally $180 million ($60 million each year 
for 3 years). Once the draft Analysis of Alternatives is completed this spring, the additional funding and years 
it will take to complete Cargo Release will be revalidated. ACE would like to develop useful segments of 
Cargo Release functionality in drops every 6 to 12 months, so that CBP, Participating Government Agencies, 
and trade community users will start to simplify and expedite admissibility and release determinations. 

Textile Transshipment Program 

Question: Please update the information provided last year on the status of the textile transshipment 
enforcement effort, and the number of CBP positions - import specialists, CBP officers, and international trade 
specialists on-board in the Textile Enforcement Division in FY 201 1 and projected for FY 2012. Please also 
indicate where those CBP positions are assigned. 

ANSWER: 


Textile Transshipment Enforcement Statistics^ FY 2011 


1 Activity 

2011 Q1 

2011 02 

20fl 03 

20n Q4 

2011 Total 

Seizures 

OuotaA^isa 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Seizures {Intellectual Property Rights) 

Number 

1,765 

3.477 

1,166 

1,303 

7.711 

Value 

$4.66M 

$4.15M 

$3.2 IM 

$2,45M 

$14.47M 

Commercial Fraud Penalties 

Number 

10 

11 

19 

g 

48 

Value 

$1.35M 

$1.45M 

$20.1 IM 

$4.4 [M 

S27.32M 

Liauidated Damages 

Textiles 

169 

134 

122 

321 

746 

FVE {Entry) 

163 

122 

117 

310 

712 

FVN (TIB) 

0 

3 

0 

0 

3 

FVO (Other) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

FVR (Redeliverv) 

3 

9 

5 

11 

28 

Textile Production Verification Team (TPVT) Illegal Transshipment 

Countries Visited 

0 

4 

2 

3 

9 

Factorie.s Visited 

0 

66 

34 

65 

165 

% Discrepant 

N/A 

21% 

26% 

20% 

22% 
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TPVT Trade Preference Claims 

Countries Visited 

0 

4 

2 

3 

9 

Factories Visited 

0 

66 

34 

65 

165 

% Discrepant 

N/A 

24% 

35% 

26% 

27% 

Examinations* 

Total Number 

2,576 

2,436 

2,788 

2,644 

10,444 

Discrepant 

298 

254 

415 

374 

1,341 

% Discrepant 

12% 

10% 

15% 

14% 

13% 

Audits 

Number of 
Audits/Initiated 

14 

6 

7 

9 

36 

Number of 
Audits/Completed 

7 

12 

13 

8 

40 

Recommended 

Recoveries 

$3.44M 

$947K 

S8I8K 

$1.29M 

$6.499M 

Laboratory Analyses 

Number of Samples 
Tested 

392 

304 

364 

303 

1,363 

Number Discrepant 

167 

154 

171 

159 

654 

% Discrepant 

42.6% 

50.7% 

47.0% 

52.5% 

48.0% 

Special Enforcement Operations (SEO) 

Number of SEO 
Initiated 

4 

4 

0 

0 

8 

Number of SEO 
Completed 

0 

3 

3 

1 

7 


•Includes examination for Intellectual Property violations 


Staff Level Estimates for Textile Enforcement 

Position 

FY 2011 

FY 2012 




Import Specialists 

284 (282 field, 2 HQ) 

284 (282 field, 2 HQ) 

International Trade Specialists 

22 (15 *NY NTAG, 7 HQ) 

22 (15 NY NTAG, 7 HQ) 

CBP Representatives Overseas 

9 

9 

Attorneys 

4 

4 

National Import Specialists 

25 

25 

Auditors 

31 

31 

Paralegals 

3 

3 

Textile Analysts (Laboratories) 

21 

21 

IT Programmers 

1 

I 
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*NY NTAG = New York National Targeting and Analysis Group 

Question: Please list the numbers and destinations of textile production verification team visits in FY 201 1 and 
the number of manufacturers and producers visited on these trips. 

ANSWER: 

Textile Production Verification Team Visits in FY 2011 


9 countries, 165 factories 

Number of Factories Visited 

10 
23 
n 
22 
20 
14 
29 
17 
19 

Centers of Excellence and Expertise 

Question: How is CBP measuring the effectiveness of existing (CEEs)? What are they achieving in terms of 
facilitating trusted trade? 

ANSWER: 

CBP has developed performance measures to evaluate the long term effectiveness of the CEEs. These measures 
were developed with the assistance of the Commercial Operations Advisory Committee (COAC) and industry 
representatives. The table below shows the performance measures that will be used to evaluate the long term 
effectiveness of the CEEs. 


Country 

Mauritius 

Guatemala 

Costa Rica 

Dominican Republic 

Honduras 

Kenya 

El Salvador 

Lesotho 

Nicaragua 


CEE P«rformance Measures 

Goal 

Metric 

Description 

Measure of Effectiveness 

Segment risk and 
facilitate legitimate 
trade 

Compliance Rate (CR) 

The percentage rate ofcompliancc with trade laws 
and import requirements for all imports within the 
given industry as determined by CBP’s 

Compliance Measurement program 

Do the CEEs maintain or improve 

CR within industry standards? 

Revenue Gap 

The difference between the actual revenue 
collected and the projected revenue that should 
have been collected within the given induary 

Do the CEEs maintain or improve 
the Revenue Gap within industry 
standards? 

Paperless Rate 

Percentage of Entry Summary filings that do not 
require the Trade to present p^r 

Are the CEEs increasing the 
peerless rate? 

Enhance enforcement 
efforts to address 
industry risks 

Detection Rate Cargo 

Exams 

A percentage expressing the overall rate of 
effectiveness of trade exams in detecting 
discreptuicies by industry 

Do the CEEs improve the detection 
rate and increase seizures of high 
risk products? 
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Detection Rate Summary' 
Reviews 

A percentage expressing the ovct^I rate of 
effectiveness of entry summary validation activity 
reviews in detecting discrepancies by industry 

Do the CEEs improve the detection 
rale and increase seizures of high 
risk products? 


Revenue Recovered 

Additional revenues collected within a given 
industry as a result of actions initiated bv CBP 

Are the CEEs successful in 
recovering more revenue? 


Unproductive Exams for 
Trusted Traders 

The totel number of ttade exams conducted on 
imports for trusted traders with no violations or 
disciei^cies recorded 

Arc the CEEs facilitating legitimate 
trade by reducing unproductive 
exams? 


Unproductive Reviews for 
Trusted Traders 

The total number of ffade reviews conducted on 
imports for trusted tillers with no violations or 
discrepancies recorded 

Are the CEEs facilitating legitimate 
trade by reducing unproductive 
reviews? 

Increase industry- 
based knowledge 
within CBP 

C-TPAT Pmiicipation 

The number of C-TPA'f participants in the 
industry 

Are the CEEs working to increase 
participation in partnership 
programs? 


JSA Participation 

The number of ISA participants in the industry 

Are the CEEs working to increase 
participation in partnership 
programs? 


Managed Accounts 

The number of mam^ed accounts within the 
industry and the overall percentage of trade that 
they represent for die industry 

Arc the CEEs advancing Manage by 
Account Principles? 


Subject Matter Experts 
(SME) 

Number of CBP personnel that have developed 
industry expertise within the CEE; This 
measurement is currently under development 

Are the CEEs represented as 
cfTective industry SMEs? 


External Customer 
Satisfaction 

Satisfaction rating by the trade the industry being 
served by the center. This measurement is 
currently under devciopmcnl 

Are the CEEs working to ensure 
they remain responsive to industry 
needs/concems? 


Internal Customer 
Satisfaction 

Internal satisfaction rating by CBP personnel 
interacting with the center; This measurement is 
currently under development 

Arc the CEEs working to ensure 
they remain responsive to internal 
need.s/concems? 


The current CEEs have been operating for only a short period of time. Nevertheless, an initial qualitative 
review of their effectiveness conducted by members of the COAC Trade Facilitation Subcommittee, and 
representatives from the Electronics and Pharmaceuticals industries indicates that they are making significant 
progress. 

In the opinion of the trade participants, the CEEs are seen as “paying for themselves” in terms of the benefits 
they provide via one-point processing for trusted traders. An example of this is the fact that an importer needs 
to submit only one post entry amendment to the CEE, rather than multiple submissions to multiple ports. 

Because of the incremental approach to implementation of the current CEEs and the life cycle of the entry 
summary process, evaluation of the CEEs will be an ongoing process. However, given the results from its 
qualitative assessment, CBP has determined that the CEEs are making great progress towards meeting their 
project goals. 

Question; What commodities will be the focus for the CEEs proposed in FY 2013? What lessons learned will 
be applied to the new Centers to ensure that they improve trade enforcement and facilitation? 

ANSWER: 

Nine CEEs in all are currently contemplated. The current CEEs focus on Information Technology & Consumer 
Electronics, and Pharmaceuticals, Heath & Chemicals. The additional CEEs that are proposed are: Petroleum, 
Natural Gas & Minerals; Automotive & Aerospace; Industrial & Manufacturing Materials; Agriculture & 
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Prepared Products; Base Metals & Machinery; Consumer Prcniucts & Mass Merchandisers; Textiles, Wearing 
Apparel & Footwear. CBP continues to consult with die tr^e community about the scope of the additional 
centers, but the final decision on the order in which these additional CEEs will be created has not yet been 
made. 

Based on the experiences of the two existing CEEs CBP, in consultation with key stakeholders, will identify 
unique facilitation opportunities for each industry, and identify those measures that are most important for the 
affected industries. Additional CEEs will also expand in size and scope incrementally as this has proven to be a 
prudent approach. 

Question: Please provide details about CBP’s role and responsibilities in the recently announced Interagency 
Trade Enforcement Center. How will the new Interagency Trade Enforcement Center relate to the National 
Intellectual Property Rights Coordination Center and the Export Enforcement Coordination Center? 

ANSWER: 

CBP has a priority mission of keeping terrorists and their weapons out of the U.S. It also has a responsibility for 
securing and facilitating trade and travel while enforcing hundreds of U.S. regulations, including immigration 
and drug laws. CBP performs two crucial roles in facilitating trade to and from the U.S. and around the globe: 
securing it from acts of terrorism and assuring that goods arriving in the U.S. are legitimate and that appropriate 
duties and fees are paid. It is in this role that CBP will be able to contribute to the newly created Interagency 
Trade Enforcement Center (ITEC). Regular communication should be expected between the ITEC and both the 
National Intellectual Property Rights Coordination Center (IPRC) and Export Enforcement Coordination Center 
(E2C2) on policy matters of mutual concern, to ensure that those offices' individual policies and related 
statements are aligned and comport. The ITEC will also be a communication hub for intelligence regarding 
violations of international trade agreements entered into by the U.S. 

The IPRC uses the expertise of its member agencies to share information, develop initiatives, coordinate 
enforcement actions, and conduct investigations related to Intellectual Property theft. Through this strategic 
interagency partnership, the IPRC protects the public’s health and safety, the U.S. economy. The IPRC 
enforces against a wide range of trade fraud including the transshipment of Antidumping and Countervailing 
Duty merchandise and textiles. CBP serves in the role of Deputy Director at the IPRC. 

In November 2010, President Obama issued Executive Order 13558 mandating the departments with export 
control authority to coordinate their efforts to protect and enforce U.S. export control laws and share 
intelligence across relevant departments and agencies. The E2C2 serves as the primary center for this effort and 
will protect the nation's most sensitive technology through coordination and collaboration among the U.S. 
government export enforcement agencies that are authorized to conduct criminal investigations related to 
possible violations. The center will be administered by a director from ICE's Homeland Security Investigations 
(HSI). CBP is a member of the interagency team. 

Apprehensions 

Question: What percentage of the population illegally entering the United States between the ports of entry is 
apprehended by Border Patrol? 

ANSWER; 

The Border Patrol does not currently have a method to determine the total number of persons illegally crossing 
the borders between the ports of entry, commonly referred to as “total flow.” We do know that over time, 
notably since Fiscal Year (FY) 2005, the apprehension numbers have steadily decreased, falling from 1,189,075 
in FY 2005 to 340,252 in FY 201 1 . While many factors play into the total flow of persons attempting illegal 
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entry - such as the economies of Mexico and the United States, changes in infrastructure along the border, and 
natural disasters that can influence migration ~ an increase in enforcement capability is also a significant factor 
that can influence the total flow. During the time period that coincides with the decrease in apprehensions. 
Border Patrol enforcement capability increased measurably in terms of substantial increases in personnel, 
surveillance technology, fencing, and the construction of all-weather roads that allow agents access to border 
areas. An improved enforcement posture has resulted in better awareness of existing threats. 

Question: What is CBP doing to better answer the above question? 

ANSWER: 

Methodologies for determining the “total flow” of illegal entry attempts across the border have challenged 
researchers outside of government, within DHS, and its legacy agencies in the years before 9/1 1. The Border 
Patrol is participating in a CBP effort to constnict a Border Condition Index (BCI), which, as one of its 
elements, will include a statistical calculation of total flow. 

Question: Last year. Border Patrol launched its consequence delivery system in Tucson and then all along the 
Southwest border to look at the impact of different consequences, including criminal prosecution, on reducing 
recidivist rates and illegal crossings. What are the results that you have found so far? Is the effort actually 
reducing recidivism? 

ANSWER: 

The Consequence Delivery System (CDS) is a methodology for evaluating existing consequences and 
systematically and consistently applying them in the most effective and efficient way to maximize the outcome 
on apprehended aliens. Since the initial implementation in Tucson Sector on January 9'*’, 2011, all Southwest 
Border Patrol Sectors have implemented CDS. Data is currently being collected for analysis and FY 2012 has 
been designated as the baseline data collection year. The preliminary results have indicated that since the initial 
implementation, recidivism dropped in the First Quarter of FY 201 1 to 16 percent from 22 percent during the 
same time period in FY 2010. Additionally, since implementation in all Southwest Border Sectors, recidivism 
has dropped to 12 percent in the First Quarter of FY 2012, compared to 16 percent in FY 2011, during the same 
time period. 


Leveraging POD Assets and Capabilities 

Question: Many assets and capabilities that DOD has developed for use in Iraq and Afghanistan have been or 
could be applied to our border security efforts here at home. Please provide a list and brief description of assets 
and capabilities that have been applied in CBP operations and those that CBP is currently examining. 

ANSWER: 

CBP has been actively involved with the Department of Defense (DoD) in technology sharing and transition 
working groups focused on leveraging collaborative opportunities across the U.S. government enterprise. 
Discussions are dealing with the potential transition from DoD to CBP selected items of Non-Intrusive 
Inspection (Nil) equipment, persistent surveillance equipment, and other assets from Iraq supporting Operation 
New Dawn. Such items would be considered excess DoD technology from the Iraq drawdown for potential re- 
utilization by CBP operational components. 

The Assistant Secretary of the Army for Acquisition, Logistics and Technology (ASA ALT) and CBP are 
working on a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) to streamline transfer of the retrograde DoD equipment to 
CBP is at the DoD for approval. DoD and CBP are working to finalize the MOA, conduct utility evaluations of 
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selected DoD technology for potential CBP re-utilization, and designing Transfer Action Plans that would affect 

transfer to CBP of items deemed reusable. 

Discussion: CBP Interest Items from Excess DoD Equipment Lists. 

CBP is currently interested in the following categories of equipment. 

o RADAR-land based, littoral/marine/lake based, foliage penetrating 
o Unattended Ground Sensors (with or without imaging capabilities) 
o Tower base detection System (e.g. camera, radar, IR, etc.) 
o Mobile Video Surveillance Trucks (with and without RADAR) 
o Non-Intrusion Inspection Systems (Imaging Capabilities) 
o Night Vision detection devices (e.g. Ni^t Vision goggles. Thermal Monoculars) 

o Solar powered regeneration systems 

o Tunnel detection technologies 

o Robotic cameras systems 

o Laser/ Aiming Devices 

o Gunshot Detection Devices 

o Thermal Systems for Vehicles 

o Light Systems (Vehicle Convoy Kits, Nighthunter II ) 
o Language Translation Devices 

o Wireless Sensor Data Link Systems 

o Portable and Serai-Portable Thermal Systems 
o Vehicle Barriers 

o Water purification systems 

o Integrated Video wall display 

CBP’s specific interest items are listed below under each DoD acquisition team: 

Joint Project Manager-Guardian NIIS Systems Catalog 

• Man Portable Surveillance Radar (MSTAR) 

• Relocatable Vehicle Inspection System; RVACIS Model# CA-215-D-104B- 

• GARDS Gantry Rapican System 

• Mobile Vehicle Inspection System (MVIS: Single Backscatter (Z) Model#225KEV- 

• Forward Scatter Option for ZBV Model # 292-6081-1 

• (SIM) Smartcheck Inspection Module 

• Mobile Vehicle inspection system (MVIS) Model # MV-2003C0 

• Railroad VACIS Gamma-Ray Imaging System 

• Militarized Mobile Vehicle and cargo Inspection system (MVCIS) Model# MMVCO-2000 

• X-Ray Security inspection system (Rapiscan personnel scanner) Repiscan secure 10000 

• Trailer Utility (Rapiscan Mil Trailer) Model # EW2022 

• Mobile Wedge, Drop Down Gate, Pedestrian turnstile 

• Tread: Tire Rapid Entangling and arresting device 

Project Manager Night VisioD/Recqpnaissance, Surveillapcc and Target Acquisition (PM NV-STAI 

• Common Sensor Payload 

• Lynx II Synthetic Aperture Radar/ Ground Moving Target Indicator (SAR/GMTI) 

• Persistent Threat Detection System (PTDS) 

• STARLite Synthetic Aperture Radar/ Ground Moving Target Indicator (SAR/GMTI) 

• 17m Rapid Aerostat Initial Deployment (RAID) 

• RAID 17M Aerostat System 
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. FLIR Star SAFIRE III & HD 

• Long range Advance Scout Surveillance System (LRAS3) 

• Third Generation Forward Looking Infrared Engine (3GFE) 

• Current Force Unattended Ground Sensors (OBP) 

o Omni Sense 
o Silent Watch/Falcon Watch 
o Scorpion-Lockheed 

• RAID towers (inc. Eagle Eye or G-BOSS) -!07\85’, or 80’ RVSS (Remote Video Surveillance System) 
or IFT (Integrated Fixed Towers) 

• GBOSS-Ground Based Operational Surveillance System 

• Cerberus (Integrated Mobile Sensor System - Portable towers on trailers) 

• Cerberus lite 

• Sensor data link 

• FOPEN-Foliage penetrating radar 

• Driver’s Vision Enhancer (DVE) ANWAS-5 

• Gunshot Detection Devices 

Rapid Equipping Force (REF) 

• MCN 665001C020457 / BINOCULARS: 21 SYSTEM COMPLETE VECTOR 

• MCN 622001C019200 / ILLUMINATOR: HELLFIRE SUREFIRE 

• MCN 585501G000844 / THERMAL IMAGING SYSTEM: MTM-000-A328 INSIGHT 

• MCN 665001C019356 / BINOCULARS: THERMAL IMAGING ELCAN OPTICAL TECH P/N 
PHANTOM002 

• MCN 1095015267860 / FIRING DEVICE,NON-L FN-303 

. MCN 583601C044244 / FORWARD LOOKING INFRARED (FLIR) SYS: SPI M1-640D-1601 80WC 

• MCN 1240015148428 / SIGHT BORE OPTICAL 

• MCN 585501C048327 / THERMAL SCOPE KIT; MINIATURE MX-2 NIGHT VISION SYS P/N 
NVSOOOl 

• MCN 585501553 i 162 MTM-Mini Thermal Monocular (AN/PAS-23) OBP 

• MCN 585501CO2983 1 Green Laser-Mini (BE Meyers 532P-M)-Dazzler 

• MCN 635001C042920 Explosive Detection WCAS;FIDOXT 

• MCN 623001C038164 Spotlight: Magnetic LARSEN Electronics Magnalight 

• MCN 666501 C055 136 Explosive Detector: FIDO XT Handheld ICX Technologies 

• Fire Suppression system:Fl Smart system intelagardlnc 

• MCN 585501G000851 Long range Thermal Imaging Camera (EOSS-250TC) 

• MCN 598501C047761 MASTCAM System; Floatograpg Tech, systems Inc P/N FM20 

• MCN 585501C104203 Thermal Imaging System: Ml Nightstalkir Innovative Engineering A 

• AN/PEQ-15(ATPIAL) 

• MCN 58550IC1 19983 Coimage Intensifier Night Vision: COT! OPTIC INVOY KIT: EOF ADS INC 

• Sand Flea (Robotics) 

• Recon Scout XT (Robotics) 

• Portable Reverse Osmosis 

• Zero Base Regenerator Systems-Soiar energy systems (5KW) 

• Solar Stick 360 (3KW) 

• Compressor Air: Junior 2 Bauer 

• Light Systems (Vehicle Convoy kits, Nightrunner) 

• MCN 58950 1C049591 Language Translator (Navajo Phrr^lator) 

• Wireless Sensor Dataiink 
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Late SubmissioQS 


Question: The following reports and plans are already late or are due within 90 days of enactment (by March 
23, 2012). Please provide a target submission date for the record. 

ANSWER: 

As of April 1 6'^, the following reports and plans are already late or are due within 90 days of enactment: 


Report/Pian Name 

Reference 

Date of SubmissioD 

Port of Entry Technology Demonstration 
Program 

Consolidated Appropriations 
Act, 2008, (P.L. 110-161), 
Section 605 

Report is in DHS 

Final Clearance. 

Investment and Management Plan for 
non-intrusive inspection and radiation 
detection equipment 

FY 2012 Department of 
Homeland Security 
Appropriations Act 

Report is in OMB 
Review. 

CBP OIT/Automation Modernization 
Investment and Management Plan 

FY 2012 Department of 
Homeland Security 
Appropriations Act 

Report is in DHS 

Final Clearance. 

FY12 Expenditure Plan - BSFIT 

FY 2012 Department of 
Homeland Security 
Appropriations Act 

Report was 
transmitted to 

Congress on April 13, 
2012. 

Border Security Fencing, Infrastructure, 
and Technology (BSFIT), FY 2013-FY 
2016 Multi-Year Investment and 
Management Plan 

FY 2012 Department of 
Homeland Security 
Appropriations Act 

Report is in DHS 
Review. 

5-year strategic plan for air and marine 
program 

FY 2012 Department of 
Homeland Security 
Appropriations Act 

Report is in CBP 
Review, 

5-year plan for all Federal land border 
port of entry projects 

FY 2012 Department of 
Homeland Security 
Appropriations Act 

Report is in DHS 
Review. 

CBP real property inventory 

FY 2012 Department of 
Homeland Security 
Appropriations Act 

Report was 
transmitted to 

Congress on April 4 

CBP Financial Plan 

FY 2012 Department of 
Homeland Security 
Appropriations Act 

Report is in DHS 

Final Clearance. 

Port of Entry Staffing Model 

FY 2012 Department of 
Homeland Security 
Appropriations Act 

Report is in DHS 
Review. 

Improving the Entry Process for Visitors 
to the United States 

FY 2012 Department of 
Homeland Security 
Appropriations Act 

Report is in DHS 

Final Clearance. 

Border Patrol Staffing and Deployment 
Plan 

FY 2012 Department of 
Homeland Security 
Appropriations Act 

Report was 
transmitted to 

Congress on April 4, 
2012. 
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Report/Plan Name 

Reference 

Date of Submission 

Northern Border Border Patrol Staffing 

FY 2012 Department of 
Homeland Security 
Appropriations Act 

Was included in the 
President's FY 2013 
Budget Submission, 
per the legislative 
language. 

Antidumping and Countervailing Duty 
Enforcement 3-Year Strategy Report 

FY 2012 Department of 
Homeland Security 
Appropriations Act 

Per the legislative 
language in the 

Senate Report 1 1 2-74 
(page 36-37), the 3- 
Year Strategy for 
ADCVD is due 180 
days after enactment 
(6/20/2012). It is 
being drafted by 

CBP. 



The annual report on 
ADCVD - titled 
ADCVD 

Enforcement Actions 
and Compliance 
Initiatives of FY 201 1 
-is in DHS Review. 

CBP Air and Marine Strategic 
Recapitalization Update 

FY 2012 Department of 
Homeland Security 
Appropriations Act 

Report is in CBP 
Review. 

Patrolling Waterways Along the 

Southwest Border 

FY 2012 Department of 
Homeland Security 
Appropriations Act 

Report is being 
drafted by CBP. 

Jan 12 - CBP Staffing and Hiring 

FY 2012 Department of 
Homeland Security 
Appropriations Act 

Report was 
transmitted to 

Congress on April 4 

Feb 12 - CBP Staffing and Hiring 

FY 2012 Department of 
Homeland Security 
Appropriations Act 

Report was 
transmitted to 

Congress on April 12 

Mar 12 - CBP Staffing and Hiring 

FY 2012 Department of 
Homeland Security 
Appropriations Act 

Report is being 
drafted by CBP. 

1st Qtr FY 2012 - CBP Unobligated 
Balances 

FY 2012 Department of 
Homeland Security 
Appropriations Act 

Report was 
transmitted to 

Congress on April 4, 
2012 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE David Price 

Chief Michael Fisher (Office of Border Patrol) 

Acting Assistant Commissioner Kevin McAleenan (Office of Field Operations) 
Assistant Commissioner Thomas Borkowski 
(Office of Technology, Innovation and Acquisition) 

Assistant Commissioner Michael Kostelnik (Office of Air and Marine) 

FY 2013 CBP Budget Request 
February 29, 2012 


Investments Along the Southwest Border 

Question: With the demise of SBInet in January 201 1 , CBP announced that it would be procuring known, 
proven, or “off the shelf’ technologies to enhance security along our Southwest Border. While the SBInet 
towers are in operation in parts of Arizona, and are touted as having good results from the Border Patrol, CBP 
developed a new plan that was briefed to the Committee last winter. At that time, CBP planned to procure 
integrated fixed towers for the remainder of Arizona and are evaluating it for South Texas, remote video 
surveillance systems, mobile video surveillance systems, and other mobile surveillance capabilities. These 
procurements have had either numerous developmental and operational problems or the schedule for 
procurement has slipped by more than a year. For example, the mobile surveillance capacity items have had 
numerous problems with ruggedization, detection capabilities, problems with the radar and how the system is 
initialized. CBP has threated to terminate both contracts for default. The mobile video surveillance, remote 
video surveillance and integrated fixed towers are well behind schedule. Mr. Borkowski, we have long been 
holding you accountable for the success or failure of the SBI program, and now its successor. Over the past 
year, you have not aggressively pushed the replacement to SBInet, and your plans at least for 2012 and 2013, 
appear to be similar to what you were procuring under the original program. When will we start seeing progress 
and results? 

ANSWER: 

CBP’s Arizona border surveillance technology plan is based on acquiring existing, proven technology through 
firm fixed price contracts. Not only does the new technology plan provide for more capability to more regions 
of Arizona, but also provides these capabilities at lower overall cost. Moreover, CBP’s new acquisition strategy 
is superior to the former SBInet acquisition strategy because the government will likely avoid common 
technical challenges and higher costs usually associated with asking contractors to design and develop “custom 
built” complex sensor and control systems. However, getting to these new fixed price contracts requires more 
time than other contract types because the government needs to develop solicitation packages (e.g.. Request for 
Proposals) that contain very detailed operational and system requirements specifications, detailed site condition 
documentation, high confidence pricing assumptions and estimates, as well as completed system support plans 
against which the future contractors would prepare detailed bids. So, in order to achieve the longer term cost 
and effectiveness advantages, the government needs to invest more time in the upfront planning and contracting 
phases — CBP is executing this upfront contracting phase deliberatively and as quickly as is prudent. 

As an example, the question references delays and technical issues with the Mobile Surveillance Capability 
(MSC) procurement. For this project, the government spent considerable time defining detailed requirements 
that industry is expected to satisfy. Following a lengthy industry protest during the contract award process, the 
government recently received and assessed the initial “test articles” delivered under the new contracts, and 
found these initial systems unacceptable. Under the new contracting strategy, and by clearly defining the 
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required capabilities in a fixed price contract, CBP gains dw ability to terminate for cause at the expense of the 
contractor when capabilities are not delivered. In this instance, the government required the contractors to fix 
the underlying system issues with their own funds, and the government secured additional compensation for the 
delayed system deliveries. Using a cost reimbursable contract as with the former SBInet program, CBP would 
be stuck with a sub-standard product and would have to pay the contractors to make necessary fixes or 
enhancements. CBP cannot afford to spend money unnecessarily on capabilities that are not operationally 
appropriate, and therefore we believe this is a better business approach. 

Regarding progress with the Arizona plan. Thermal Imaging Devices and Agent Portable Surveillance Systems 
are procured and deployed to the frontline agents. CBP operators are field testing mobile surveillance units and 
production decisions are to follow in the next few weeks. The remaining Arizona plan technology contract 
awards are expected this year, with the Remote Video Surveillance System and Integrated Fixed Tower contract 
awards expected toward the end of the year. 

Question: Three years ago, when Mr. Borkowski took over the SBInet program, he testified in front of this 
Committee that if after a year, he had not gotten the program into shape, he should be held accountable. More 
time has passed than this one year period and the SBI replacement program appears to be in disarray. Funding 
for the program has decreased over the past few years, from a high of $800 million in 2010, to $400 million in 
2012, and a request of $327.1 million for fiscal year 2013. And there is approximately $800 million in 
unobligated balances from prior year appropriations still to be awarded. 

in a time of shrinking budgets, this one has shrunk as well. However, $327 million is still a significant 
investment -- scarce resources we could use to restore procurement cuts to Air and Marine or the Coast Guard. 
When we have already appropriated $1.5 billion for the failed SBI program, why should we entrust you with 
additional taxpayer resources over those entities? 

ANSWER: 

Over the past three years, CBP made great progress in turning around the SBInet program and fielding two 
Block 1 surveillance systems to high-priority regions of the Arizona border. Today, the Border Patrol speaks 
highly of the system effectiveness and system contributions to securing these border regions. Additionally, CBP 
successfully analyzed, planned, and initialed an improved strategy for providing additional surveillance 
technologies for the remainder of Arizona. CBP is now seeing the initial technology deliveries of the new plan 
to frontline agents in Arizona. For the larger and more complex technology procurements, CBP is concluding a 
significant period of due diligence and anticipates awarding contracts later this year. 

Respectfully, CBP would submit the steps taken to implement the SBI replacement program are appropriate due 
diligence in spending significant public funding as the Congressman has accurately noted. CBP is undertaking 
a fundamentally different approach for acquiring new systems and capabilities — an approach that increases the 
likelihood of receiving deployable surveillance technologies more expediently while minimizing total costs. 
Because this new acquisition strategy includes fixed price contracting, CBP needed to complete significant 
detailed planning prior to soliciting contractor bids. For example, CBP needed to — 

• Re-assess and update formal operational requirements for the new systems, to account for recent 
changes in threat activity and to account for recent deployments of tactical infrastructure and new field 
agent operations protocols; 

• Review contracting plans and specifications with potential industry bidders in order to eliminate 
ambiguity and uncertainty with the government’s requirements — this effort included successful 
“industry day” collaboration, potential vendor one-on-one discussions, review and comment periods 
with the draft solicitations, as well as ongoing question-and-answer cycles to facilitate successful 
contract awards; 
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• Update system requirements specifications and projected costs based on the government’s recent 
industry surveys and market place evaluations; as well as, 

• Begin field work with other government offices to re-assess and update targeted deployment site 
locations and conditions, to complete pre-construction and engineering site surveys, and to develop 
future system maintenance and support plans — these field activities are ongoing today and proceeding 
very well. 

Securing the Arizona border with enhanced situational awareness remains a top Department priority, and CBP’s 
annual Border Security Fencing, Infrastructure and Technology (BSFIT) budget requests reflect current plans 
for not only full deployment of the Arizona Technology Plan, but also other priority modernization and 
sustainment activities. 

Question: In November 201 1, GAO reported that CBP does not have the information needed to fully support 
and implement its Arizona Border Surveillance Technology Plan in accordance with DHS and OMB guidance. 
The plan calls for spending $ 1 .5 billion over a 1 0-year life cycle to identify, acquire, and deploy surveillance 
technologies along the Arizona border in addition to the nearly $l billion already spent on surveillance systems 
along 53 miles of Arizona’s border. Among other things, GAO recommended that CBP document the analysis 
justifying the technologies proposed in the plan and conduct a post-implementation review of the initial system. 
What progress has CBP made in documenting its analysis to Justify spending $ 1 .5 billion? 

ANSWER: 

Following the conclusion of last year’s GAO review, the Department published the final SBInet Analysis of 
Alternatives (AoA) report providing substantial detail and documentation of the underlying methods and 
assumptions, geographical and technology performance calculations, and all relevant detailed cost and 
economic factors included in the study and findings. Moreover, the Department prepared additional 
memoranda and papers to summarize the Department’s major decisions and approvals, and to amplify specific 
processes and procedures employed throughout the AoA and technology planning. The GAO now has all of 
these Department information products. Regarding the SBInet Block 1 post-implementation review, CBP is 
planning to conduct the review and report findings this summer. 

Question: Since the plan was developed, CBP has added another unmanned aircraft system (UAS) to the 
southwest border and plans to have 1 1 UAS on the southwest border by 2016. To what extent does CBP’s plan 
take into account increases in surveillance capabilities provided by Unmanned Aircraft Systems and other 
airborne platforms? 

ANSWER: 

Advances in surveillance capabilities provided by the CBP MQ-9 UAS and other airborne platforms are integral 
to CBP’s plan for carrying out its homeland security mission set. New and emerging technologies have 
continued to advance the effectiveness of the CBP MQ-9 UAS, the King Air 350 Multi-role Enforcement 
Aircraft and the ASTAR 350 helicopter platforms employed by 0AM, all of which are capable of integrating 
advanced sensor systems. Advances in sensor technology and overall fleet modernization are crucial to 
maintaining homeland security, especially as less efficient and technologically incompatible aircraft such as the 
OH-6 Light Observation Helicopter and PA-42 Customs High Endurance Trackers (CHETs) are retired from 
the Office of Air and Marine (GAM) inventory. Emerging aircraft and sensor technologies designed to detect 
and respond to changing threats to the homeland are continually identified by 0AM. One of these sensor 
systems, currently being operationally evaluated on 0AM UASs is the Vehicle And Dismount Exploitation 
Radar (VADER). In cooperation with the Department of Defense (DoD), this technology has migrated from a 
wartime mission to a Department of Homeland Security application. 
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Using the latest in radar technologies, VADER has the ability to monitor vehicle and personnel movement over 
large areas. Since airborne testing began using the UAS as a platform in February, 2012, this technology has 
been proven to enhance OAM’s ability to detect movement across the Arizona border and cue appropriate CBP 
assets, for example Border Patrol Agents, to interdict the illicit activity observed. This new technology will 
continue to drive adaptations to the strategy and tactics CBP employs in its border mission. 

Successful advances in aircraft and sensor technologies and integration into the CBP fleet remains an integral 
part of the plan for ensuring continued homeland security. Maintaining regular and productive relationships 
with other U.S. government organizations like the DoD drives increases in technical surveillance capabilities 
within OAM. This result enables OAM to stay abreast of and evaluate these advancements for possible 
integration in the homeland security mission when appropriate. 

Border Spending and Staffing Levels 

Question: Border enforcement is more robust and more successful in preventing illegal entries than ever 
before. Apprehensions of border crossers have fallen to a level not seen in many years. Yet the 2013 budget 
fully funds 21,370 Border Patrol agents and 21,186 CBP officers, while reducing funding for other critical CBP 
programs including the BSFIT account. Chief Fisher and Mr. Borkowski, is DHS adjusting its border spending 
and staffing levels to reflect actual border security needs? Please provide me some examples of how exactly 
you are doing that. 

ANSWER; 

Agent staffing numbers continue to be a critical element in support of the 2012-2016 Border Patrol Strategic 
Plan. Over the past few years, the Border Patrol has increased its staffing levels in order to identify and respond 
to knovm threats and risks along the borders of the U.S. 

Successful deployment of substantial numbers of agents and tactical infrastructure along our Southwest Border 
has caused threats to become increasingly mobile. Accordingly, a key element of the Border Patrol's 2012- 
2016 Strategic Plan will be implementing tactics, techniques, and procedures necessary to rapidly identify and 
respond to those mobile and emerging threats. During the course of FY13 the Border Patrol will begin to 
systematically identify areas of greatest risk along our borders, baseline that risk information, and develop long- 
term plans for how to address both known risk and emerging threats. Until this takes place however, agent 
staffing levels should remain constant in order to capably address any and all mission needs. 

Concurrent with implementation of the risk-based approach, BSFIT technology has been identified and is 
scheduled to be deployed as a force multiplier in high-risk areas — including along the Northern Border. The 
introduction of this technology will enhance BP capabilities to address known threats and identify emerging 
threat areas. Using enhancements in identification and classification made possible with BSFIT technology, 
agents can timely and adequately respond to and resolve identified threats. Hence, border technology 
investments are being deployed to assist the Border Patrol's ability to address both known and emerging threats 
along our borders. 

Question: In 201 1, Border Patrol apprehended 340,252 people, the lowest level since 1971. Will the 
surveillance plan be modified to account for the falling number of apprehensions? 

ANSWER: 

The U.S. Border Patrol now utilizes a risk-based approach to border security and enforcement. As such, the 
agency does not focus on historic statistics as a basis to deploy current or future resources. Rather, our 
resources and manpower are requested and deployed in a fiscally responsible manner in order to most 
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effectively secure the United States borders between the ports of entry (northern and southwest borders). Any 
future “surveillance plans” will continue to be based on direats and risks. 

Question: Despite the dramatic increase in sj^nding on the Border Patrol, the media has documented a culture 
of boredom among Border Patrol agents. For example, the Los Angeles Times reports that “almost every 
region has lonely posts where agents sit for horns staring at the barrier, watching the ‘fence rust’ as some put it. 
In the Yuma, Arizona sector, there have been almost 1000 agents added to the sector, resulting in a 95 percent 
decline in apprehensions since 2005, more than 900 agents. And similar concerns have been voiced about 
boredom along the northern border. How do you respond to concerns about bloated Border Patrol staffing 
levels boredom setting in? 

ANSWER: 

Securing our nation’s borders between ports of entry is an extraordinarily complex undertaking. Our agents are 
deployed in vastly diverse areas (including urban, rural, mountainous, desert, riverine etc.) which require 
innovative strategies to properly defend. In some locations, field commanders may have determined that static 
patrols or observation posts were effective means to secure specific geographic areas in order to deter terrorists, 
drug traffickers and human smugglers from entering the United States. These positions allow other agents to 
focus resources and efforts on oAer areas which may be more readily and safely patrolled. Static positions have 
played a critical role in the positive strides we have made in securing our nation’s borders over the last few 
years. 

Question: CBP has focused an unprecedented amount of federal resources along U.S. land borders to prevent 
and control illegal migration. However, it has faced difficulty measuring the overall effects of these border 
enforcement investments and evaluating the need for additional resources. While inflows of illegal migrants 
have fallen sharply since the mid-2000s, there have been increases in cross-border drug smuggling and illegal 
entry of aliens from special interest countries that may pose a greater threat to the United States. CBP has not 
publicly reported border security goals and measures that consider and define acceptable risk across the various 
border security threats, or outlined the types and locations of investments necessary to address them. As such, 
what basis is CBP using other than historical funding levels to determine the relative level of investment 
necessary for border security across its components? 

ANSWER: 

CBP continues to build on our capabilities to further improve the security of our borders at and between the 
ports of entry. Utilizing a risk-based and intelligence-driven approach to deploy the appropriate mix of 
personnel, technology, and tactical infrastructure, CBP effectively addresses the incursion of terrorist threats, 
illegal entry of aliens, and contraband. Although we use historical funding as a basis to define investment 
priorities, we rely on actionable intelligence as well as operational knowledge and capability gap-analysis to 
identify locations for targeted operations across CBP. 

Through shared intelligence, leveraged partnerships, integrated planning, and coordinated operations, CBP’s 
border security focus is to effectively intercept, interdict, apprehend, disrupt, and defeat all border threats: 
terrorists, transnational criminal organizations, and illegal immigration. 
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Question: A January 18, 2012 Associated Press article called “Border Patrol to Toughen Policy” described a 
forthcoming CBP policy that would toughen current immigrant apprehensions policies. In this article. Chief 
Fisher acknowledged that this new policy depends heavily on other federal agencies and would require ICE to 
have enough beds in its detention facilities and for federal prosecutors to take these cases. Chief Fisher, can 
you describe the new CBP border policy and its impact on federal prosecutors and ICE detention capacity? 

ANSWER: 

The implementation of the Consequence Delivery System (CDS) is not a change in the Border Patrol’s policy, 
rather a means by which it effectively and efficiently utilizes existing consequences and resources. By 
implementing the CDS, the Border Patrol is able to evaluate each consequence and apprehended alien to ensure 
that our resources and those of our Strategic Partners are being used effectively and efficiently to achieve the 
best outcome. Since the implementation of CDS, consequences have not been added or eliminated and, 
therefore, have not resulted in CDS-specific changes to budgetary or resource requirements. In cooperation 
with our strategic partners, the effort and resources of which many of the consequences depend, the Border 
Patrol continues to make improvements in the CDS process. By incorporating the perspectives of our partners 
and continuing to collaborate on the development of innovative solutions to resource limitations, the Border 
Patrol is able to ensure the availability of these effective consequences. 

Unmanned Aerial Systems 


Question: In September 201 1, GAO reported that DHS had 7 unmanned aircraft systems (UAS) to provide 
response and monitoring capabilities throughout North America, and, funding permitting, the department 
planned to expand its fleet to 24 total UASs to be operational by fiscal year 2016, including 1 1 on the southwest 
border. What is the current number of UAS available to DHS? To what extent does DHS have the staffing and 
maintenance budget to fly all of the current UAS and is DHS prepared to operate more UAS if acquired? 

ANSWER: 

As of March 1st, 2012, CBP 0AM has procured 9 General Atomics MQ-9 Predator unmanned aircraft (UA) 
which are flown from four launch and recovery sites. There is also one additional mission control site that 
allows for UAS command and control. 

While staffing and funding for maintenance are major considerations in determining the extent to which 0AM 
can operate its UA, the entire picture is more complex because additional factors have to be considered. 
Approximately 4,500 UA hours were flown in FY 20 1 1 , and the UA are projected to fly in excess of 5,000 
hours in FY 2012. There are a number of factors that impact how many UA 0AM flies and how often, such as 
the availability of maintenance technicians. Like aircrew, the technicians that repair the aircraft and monitor the 
UA flight status and KU satellite systems are governed by “crew day” rules. These regulations limit the number 
of hours in a work day, and establish requirements for time off before another crew day may commence. 
Additionally, the current number of KU satellite “orbits,” and Certificate of Authorization (COA) restrictions 
mandated by the Federal Aviation Administration impose operational limitations. There are also airfield 
restrictions, and adverse weather cancellations that impact the number of hours that can be flown and in some 
cases the number of flight hours that can be scheduled. 
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Question: What are the advantages of the UAS ($3^34 per flight hour) over the cheaper to operate C- 1 2 King 
Air ($1,370 per flight hour)? 

ANSWER: 

The unique construction and engine efficiency of the Predator B UAS enables OAM to effectively operate this 
system for extremely long durations, up to 20 hours per sortie. This extended flight time allows OAM the 
option to support several geographic are^, customere, and mission requirements before returning the Predator 
to its base, in addition, by leveraging the unique capabilities of the UAS’ satellite command and control 
architecture, OAM is able to adjust which ground control station and associated UAS aircrew commands the 
airborne UAS. This capability effectively transitions control of the UAS during a single sortie between 
available ground control stations across the country. No such capability exists elsewhere within CBP, and 
enables OAM to leverage available aircrew and dynamically adjust to changing operational requirements. This 
has enabled OAM to take advantage of its staffs’ extensive aviation experience to dual-qualify existing select 
aircrew to operate both the UAS and other manned aircraft that OAM operates. In some cases, this effectively 
reduces the amount of aircrew required to stand up and operate a UAS site. 

While the C-12 King Air is an effective air asset in the role for which it was designed for, the C- 12 King Air is 
unable to perform the covert, persistent data-linked surveillance for which the Predator B was designed. 

P-3s 

Question: According to your FY 13 budget request, CBP’s P-3 aircraft is the most successful surveillance and 
interdiction asset in DBS, having disrupted hundreds of thousands of pounds of bulk drug shipments to Mexico 
and the U.S. and detected 87 percent of the self-propelled semi-submersible vessels captured in the source and 
transit zones. Further, your budget justification states, "Without funding to STEP the remaining P-3 aircraft, 
OAM will be required to decrease operational support to the JIATF-S (Joint Interagency Taskforce South) 
mission." Congress provided the funding in FY12 for the life extension work for two additional aircraft — the 
13th and 14'*' of the 16 P-3s in the CBP fleet. When will the work be completed and these aircraft returned to 
this critical mission? 

ANSWER: 

Currently, five P-3 aircraft are re-winged and all 14 aircraft are funded to completion. The final wing 
replacement will be completed in 2016. 

Question: According to your budget justification for FY 13, you state that the highest priority for aircraft 
safety and service life extensions remains P-3 SLEP since it rectifies serious safety concerns and provides an 
unmatched capability to interdict bulk drug shipments to Mexico through the source and transit zones. Further 
your budget state, "in short the P-3 provides mission support capabilities beyond those of any other aircraft 
available to law enforcement." We agree and wc don't want to see this tremendous capability degraded. Your 
budget describes CBP’s plan to send 14 of its 16 P-3s through SLEP while the remaining two platforms (No. 15 
and 16) may also go through SLEP, pending decisions”. What are those “pending decisions” and when will 
they be made? 

ANSWER: 

More effective asset management coupled with increased capability and operational readiness have reduced the 
number of OAM P-3 aircraft required to meet the funded operational demands. Eight of the P-3 aircraft 
originally assigned to OAM were configured as Airborne Early Warning (AEW) aircraft and were equipped 
with only the APS-i45 radar. These aircraft were capable of searching for targets from the sea surface to an 
altitude of 60,000 feet, but had no equipment for identifying sea vessels at night or in inclement weather. The 
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remaining eight OAM P-3 aircraft were configured as P-3 Long Range Tracker (LRT) aircraft and equipped 
with the APG-66 and older APG-63 radars for identification of airborne and limited surface targets, but these 
did have the speed and range to visually inspect surface targets and maintain contact with airborne targets. To 
accomplish detection, identification and surveillance of targets within the Transit Zone, P-3 aircraft were 
regularly deployed in pairs (AEW with LRT) as a “Double Eagle,” with the AEW aircraft providing the radar 
coverage and the LRT aircraft providing the inspection and chase capability. 

Through acquisition and installation of Electro Optical/Infrared (EO/IR) sensors on P-3 AEW aircraft (four of 
the eight aircraft are so equipped at this time), the upgraded P-3 AEW is capable of conducting both the radar 
surveillance and visual inspection mission requirements, thereby reducing the need to conduct Double Eagle 
operations. As a result, two of the eight P-3 LRT aircraft: are no longer needed to meet current CBP mission 
requirements and will be retired. These aircraft were not funded for rewinging. An annual saving of $5 million 
in maintenance and depot repair costs alone are realized directly as a result of OAM implemented measures to 
improve fleet effectiveness allowing the retirement of these two aircraft. 

Question: When do you intend to provide additional funds to complete the SLEP of these aircraft? 

ANSWER: 

The two P-3 LRT aircraft which are unfunded for the SLEP will be retired. Additional SLEP funding is no 
longer sought. 

Question: You can only stretch the life expectancy of aircraft and marine vessels so far before you need to 
undertake a large investment in new assets. For example, we have largely funded the service life extensions for 
the P-3 aircraft, and the budget includes $28.07 million in 2013 for 3 additional extensions. However, this 
effort only extends their life by 7-10 years. At our most recent briefing, AMO suggested that they planned to 
use the P-3 for almost double that time period so it does not appear that CBP is beginning to consider 
replacement aircraft, a costly endeavor, in a suitable timeframe. 

General Kostelnik, service life extensions typically provide about 7-10 years of additional life to an aviation 
asset. Have you begun exploring what is next for the P-3s? Given the time it takes to determine your new 
requirements, design and test a replacement aircraft, and get receipt of those aircraft, it seems like you should be 
working on this now. Are you? 

ANSWER: 

The Service Life Extension Program (SLEP) process provides a minimum of 1 5,000 flight hours of additional 
service life for each P-3. The P-3 aircraft in the OAM fleet were manufactured between 1963 and 1968, making 
them on average 45 years old. During their life span the P-3 fleet has accumulated an average of over 22,780 
flight hours on the original wings. The OAM P-3 operating environment is less stressful than the U.S. Navy’s 
anti-submarine warfare operating environment for which the P-3 was originally intended. The new SLEP wings 
are manufactured by the original equipment manufacturer to the same exacting standards as the original wings 
with an improved aluminum alloy that is more corrosion resistant. Additionally, critical stress points, like wing 
attach point components and landing gear attach points are completely replaced with new components. 

The actual service life of a post-SLEP fleet will depend upon the flight hours the fleet generates each year. The 
fourteen P-3 aircraft selected to be re-winged have a total of 210,000 flight hours. The utilization planning 
factor for CBP P-3s is 90 flight hours per month per aircraft. At that rate, each aircraft would take 15 years to 
accumulate 15,000 flight hours. Based on FY 2010 calculated utilization rates (775 hrs per aircraft per year) 
15,000 addition service life hours would provide a service life of over 19 years. It is not unreasonable to 
conclude that new wings made of an improved corrosion resist alloy and flown in a less stressful operating 
environment could have a service life that meets or exceed the life of the original wings. That being the case, 
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the additional service life provided by the SLEP has the potential to keep CBP P-3 aircraft mission relevant for 
some time longer. 

DHS is currently engaging senior leaders from CBP and the USCG in an executive-level assessment that could 
lead to a determination on the future of DHS aviation, esp^ially in joint mission areas where CBP and the 
USCG have common capabilities. It is anticipated that onc^ the assessment is completed, DHS will provide 
clear direction on which agency might lead efforts to determine the replacement capability for the P-3 long 
range patrol aircraft. 

Question: Why do you believe the P-3s will last another 15 ye^, almost double the length of a service life 
extension? 

ANSWER: 

In order to extend the service life of the P-3 fleet, in FY 2006, the Office of Air and Marine (0AM) initiated an 
innovative aircraft longevity effort. Diligent program management and fiscal discipline through FY 2010 
facilitated an increase in the number of mission-ready aircraft from as low as 2 aircraft to 1 1 aircraft. In July 
2010, the first 0AM P-3 completed an 8 month wing replacement, which was designed to extend the service life 
of the P-3 aircraft by 15,000 hours of flight time per aircraft. At the current rate of flying operations, each P-3 
will operate for approximately 1 5 additional years. Currently, five P-3 aircraft are rewinged and all 14 aircraft 
are funded to completion by 2016. 


US VISIT Transfer into CBP : 

Question: Following the attempted Christmas Day bombing, DHS worked aggressively to streamline its 
screening process for those who had potentially overstayed their period of admission. In May 201 1 , DHS 
organized an effort to ensure that all overstays (approximately i .6 million), regardless of priority, received 
enhanced national security and public safety vetting by the National Counterterrorism Center (NCTC) and CBP. 
To do so, US-VISIT used automated means to review all records in the backlog and identified 843,000 visa 
overstays who were no longer in the country. Then, both NCTC and CBP vetted the remaining 757,000 
potential in-country overstay leads, along with 82,000 previously vetted overstay leads. CBP used its 
Automated Targeting System to query multiple databases, and to compare records to CBP’s intelligence-based 
threshold targeting rules to identify indicators such as suspicious travel patterns or irregular travel behavior. 
Simultaneously, NCTC vetted the backlogged records through a number of databases held by the Intelligence 
Community. By the end of July 201 1, all of the previously un-reviewed possible overstays records had been 
reviewed from a national security and public safety standpoint. ICE then began pursuing overstay leads on 
these remaining leads, prioritizing targets for investigation and removal. 

The 2013 budget request transfers the bulk of the US Visit program ($261.5 million) to CBP, with a small piece 
focused on overstays being transferred to ICE. CBP would assume responsibility for the core US Visit 
operations and management of the biometric and biographic information storage, matching, and watchlisl 
management services. Mr. McAleenan, CBP should be commended for all the hard work you have undertaken 
to assist in reducing the number of people that have overstayed their visas. The budget makes a case that by 
combining the US Visit program with your targeting missions, this work can be done more effectively and we 
would recognize economies of scale. Highlight for us exactly how this transfer would strengthen your efforts? 
If we did not approve this transfer and left US Visit intact in NPPD, what are the biggest challenges your 
agency faces working under the current model? 
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ANSWER: 

The Department of Homeland Security (DHS), in particular. United States Customs and Border Protection 
(CBP), has developed advanced methods for biographically screening foreign nationals seeking to enter the 
United States. These methods are designed to identify individuals and threats before they arrive. 

The transfer of the United States Visitor and Immigrant Status Indicator Technology (US-VfSIT) to CBP would 
strengthen and improve our targeting mission by adding biometric identifiers to our targeting system. This 
enhancement would allow us to implement a unique identity approach that allows CBP to specifically target 
known individuals. For instance, John Doe with a date of birth of January 01 , 1975 can be positively identified 
from any other John Doe with the same date of birth when biometrics are added to the targeting picture. 

Additionally, the transfer of US-VISIT would consolidate targeting and identification technology. This 
consolidation would allow for concerted efforts in developing new processes and procedures in relation to 
facilitating legitimate trade and travel. While focusing these functions into a single structure, economies can be 
realized with the reduction of Information Technology (IT) overlap and subsequent duplication of work. This 
would also allow new systems, processes, procedures, and programs to be developed with the unique identity 
concept in mind; thereby, increasing positive identification of legitimate travelers and improving detection of 
threats that may attempt to use alternate biographic identities. 

Should US-VISIT remain intact and located within the National Protection and Programs Directorate (NPPD), 
CBP would face several challenges: 

1 . Duplicative effort and resources would continue to be expended on IT projects designed to establish 
and maintain a unique identity in relation to known travelers. 

2. Due to unique skill sets and specialized training, CBP and US-VISIT would continue to expend 
resources on duplicative efforts in relation to biometric watchlist adjudication and other law 
enforcement related activities. 

3. Efforts to integrate biometric/biographic watchlisis and improve the collection and matching of exit 
information would remain difficult to implement due to coordination complexities. 

Reductions to Support Staff; 

Question: In addition to the cuts proposed to Air and Marine staff, the 2013 budget proposes a number of 
management efficiencies which impact the number of support staff CBP has both in the field and at 
headquarters. For example, the request eliminates 66 field support staff (-S9.2 million), 122 administrative 
positions (-$55.3 million), and 21 Office of International Trade staff (-$2.4 million). When I was Chairman, we 
repeatedly heard about the importance of increasing support staff so that officers and agents could work in the 
field, instead of handling paperwork, and you made a point of funding those requests. Could each of you please 
explain how your proposed decrease to CBP support personnel does not reduce your officers and agents’ 
enforcement abilities, particularly along the Southwest border? 

ANSWER: 

As the CBP organization matures, CBP has moved toward achieving needed results with greater efficiency. 

Our planned consolidation and integration of Mission Support Services illustrates an opportunity for greater 
efficiencies without jeopardizing support to the front line. As efficiencies are gained and support levels proven, 
we believe our efforts will result in less need for a natural loss of some Mission Support positions. 

We see several benefits resulting from this approach. First and foremost, support requirements for front line 
operations become more well defined and standardized. This allows us to gain efficiencies in design and 
deployment of services to the front line organization. Secondly, savings gained through efficiencies provide 
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opportunities for CBP and Department leadership to further strengthen front line capabilities through additional 
personnel, technology or a combination of both. 

CBP has made preservation of frontline capabilities a key priority in developing the F Y 20 1 3 budget. As such, 
the consolidation and integration of the Mission Support function provides the basis to improve business 
processes and allow CBP to provide appropriate support to the front line. This “high-value” approach enhances 
operations in both front line and support organizations and focuses resources on achieving critical CBP 
outcomes. 

Question; How will these cuts make your agency more efficient? 

ANSWER; 

CBP will have greater cohesion through improved integration of personnel. 

Overtime 


Question: Media reports have noted very high levels of overtime costs. The cost of overtime rose from about 
$155.8 million in 2006 to more than $331 million in 201 1 and Border Patrol agents have been averaging about 
two hours per day in overtime. Chief Fisher, why is overtime so high among Border Patrol agents and what are 
you doing this year and next to reign it in? 

ANSWER: 

To confront the threat posed by terrorists and transnational criminal organizations, the Border Patrol operates in 
vast and diverse border environment. Some areas of the border include major metropolitan areas, while others 
are isolated and sparsely populated. By their nature, Border Patrol law enforcement activities are frequently 
time-consuming, unpredictable, and dangerous. The border-security mission requires a substantial amount of 
irregular overtime duty and does not fit the confines of an eight-hour work day. 

Border Patrol agents often track groups of illegal aliens in difficult terrain and are required to spend a 
considerable amount of time dedicated to each illegal entry - from the tracking and apprehension of the subject, 
to transportation and processing of each individual. Sign-cutting ~ the act of tracking suspected illegal aliens - 
requires an agent to follow a subject until a resolution can occur, which often can mean working outside a 
regular eight-hour shift. Once an illegal alien is detained, the arresting agent must process each individual and 
accurately account for the circumstances surrounding the arrest. Overtime pay is available within prescribed 
limits to compensate agents for their work. 

The most frequent form of compensation paid to Border Patrol agents outside of their normal eight-hour work 
day is in the form of Administratively Uncontrollable Overtime (AUO), authorized under 5 U.S.C. 5545(c)(2). 
Since 2006, CBP has paid approximately $1 ,4 billion to Border Patrol agents in overtime compensation (AUO). 
AUO is used specifically for work performed by an agent that cannot be pre-assigned by his or her supervisor 
and is therefore, uncontrollable. As you note, Border Patrol agents generally average about 2 hours of 
uncontrollable overtime per workday and may qualify for and earn AUO at 25% of their base pay. 

In addition to AUO, most Border Patrol agents are covered by the Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA). Under 
the terms of the FLSA, Border Patrol agents also receive additional overtime at the rate of Vr hour of pay for 
each hour of overtime in excess of 85.5 hours in a biweekly pay period (42.75 hours per week). This additional 
overtime pay is mandated by law as long as the agents are covered by the FLSA. CBP has no control or 
discretion concerning its payment. 
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THE HONORABLE Rodney Frelinghuysen 

Chief Michael Fisher (Office of Border Patrol) 

Acting Assistant Commissioner Kevin McAleenan (Office of Field Operations) 
Assistant Commissioner Thomas Borkowski 
(Office of Technology, Innovation and Acquisition) 

Assistant Commissioner Michael Kostelnik (Office of Air and Marine) 

FY 2013 CBP Budget Request 
February 29, 2012 


Certified Importer Program 

Question: Last year this committee directed CBP to “continue its work with other agencies, such as the U.S. 
Food and Drug Administration and the Consumer Products Safety Commission, to provide the trade community 
with clear guidelines for what constitutes low-risk shippers and shipments. This could include the concept of a 
certified importer program.” Has CBP made any progress towards a certified importer program? What has been 
the cause of the delays? When can we expect at least some part of the program to be up and running? 

ANSWER: 

CBP has worked with Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC) to increase participation in the Importer 
Self Assessment -Product Safety (ISA-PS) program, the product safety component to Importer Self Assessment 
(ISA). CBP and CPSC continue to engage current members to ensure effective facilitation and enforcement, 
along with member satisfaction with the benefits offered. 

CBP has engaged with the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms, and Explosives (ATF), the Drug 
Enforcement Administration (DEA), the Department of Transportation (DOT), and the Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) to encourage the agencies to join CBP in implementing a trusted trader program. 

Through the Border Interagency Executive Council (BIEC), CBP continues to work towards a “one- 
govemment” approach to partnership programs. A working group developed to assess the advantages and 
challenges of a unified government partnership program presented results to the senior leaders of 10 Import 
Safely agencies in December 2011. Senior leadership is considering the options and will work to develop 
recommendations at a BIEC Roundtable during the summer of 2012. 

CBP continues to work with FDA to incorporate Customs-Trade Partnership Against Terrorism (C-TPAT) 
membership into their Secure Supply Chain pilot program. As part of this effort, FDA is participating in C- 
TPAT verifications to more fully understand the process. 

Import Safety has worked with CPSC to ensure effective roll-out of a CPSC risk methodology. In August, 
CPSC, relying on a daily data feed from CBP through the Interofwrability Web Services (IWS), began utilizing 
its Risk Assessment Methodology (RAM), a targeting system similar to Automated Targeting Systems (ATS), 
at 7 pilot ports. Import Safety provided extensive support during the pilot phase, including briefings to the 
Directors, Field Operations (DFOs), monitoring of results, and surveying impact on CBP field resources. In 
addition, Import Safety has worked with Commercial Targeting & Enforcement (CTE), OFO, and Targeting 
and Analysis Systems Program Office (TASPO) to develop a risk methodology in ATS for certain CPSC high- 
risk commodities. 
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Coordinadop with other Agencies 

Question: The Centeni for Excellence and Expertise are showing us that CBP's work to facilitate legitimate 
trade will only be as effective as its ability to coordinate with FDA and other agencies. Many holds are due to 
agencies other than CBP, such as FDA, USDA, and DEA, asking for routine paper documents that don't change 
from shipment to shipment. These delays tend to be several days longer than CBP holds and require CBP 
officers to physically transport these documents from the agencies. How is CBP working to improve its 
coordination with other agencies to reduce these delays on routine shipments? 

ANSWER: 

One key achievement designed to improve interagency cooperation is the Border Interagency Executive 
Council (BIEC). The BIEC was formed to improve interagency coordination on matters relating to import 
safety and is the foundation for enhanced efforts in the area of import safety and trade enforcement. Key issues 
currently being addressed by the BIEC include information sharing to improve targeting and enforcement and 
increased partnerships between the government and the trade. 

Another example demonstrating CBP’s interagency cooperation with other government agencies (OGA) can be 
seen in the Import Safety Commercial Targeting and Analysis Center, or CTAC. The CTAC is a multi-agency 
fusion center for targeting commercial shipments posing a threat to the health and safety of the American 
public. Agencies with import safety authorities are co-located at the center to share targeting tools, resources, 
data and expertise to accomplish the common mission of protecting U.S. consumers from harmful goods. 

CBP has provided CPSC with the ability to receive Import trade data daily through the Interoperability Web 
Service (IWS) interface. This data allows CPSC to assess incoming shipments for targeted risk, and enables 
them to make better decisions on which shipments to examine. The end result is both better enforcement for 
import safety and facilitation of compliant shipments. 

CBP is working with FSIS, DOT, EPA and USCG to implement their IWS interfaces. Each of these agencies 
also plays a role in the import safety or the overall safety of the supply chain. 

CBP is delivering the technical infrastructure that will allow the trade to file import information electronically, 
either as digital data or as image files. This will allow the import safety agencies and others that have 
admissibility authority to make more effective and efficient decisions on the compliance of imports. 

CBP is working with more than 40 federal agencies in ITDS on information sharing agreements that will cover 
the smooth movement of import data from CBP systems to those agencies that have the legal authority to 
collect, or use that data. As CBP provides the structure for the Single Window for trade to submit the data, the 
information sharing agreements provide the safeguards on the use of that data. 

As the CEEs grow in size and scope, CBP will seek to find opportunities to integrate the CEEs into these 
efforts. An anticipated benefit will be the CEEs ability to better inform, and significantly contribute to these 
efforts based on expanded knowledge of industry practices. 

Current ACE/lTDS initiatives are intended to facilitate interagency cooperation and support the mission 
objectives of agencies responsible for import/exports requirements. For example, ACE will improve CBP and 
PGA system interface via standardized protocols and is a major step in realizing the Single Window concept 
through which PGAs and CBP will communicate and share information related to cargo imports and exports. 
CBP is also introducing a harmonized set of data to be collected electronically from international traders by 
CBP on behalf of PGAs, thereby allowing CBP and PGAs to make decisions about what cargo can come into 
the U.S. without the paper forms currently required. Finally, trade members will be able to supply 
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eiectronically imaged forms and documentation needed during the cargo release and entry summary processes 
to Federal agencies electronically. 

Newark Liberty Interpatiopa! Airport Staffing Issues and Processing Delays 

Question: My home state of New Jersey is a key gateway for international air travel and a destination in its 
own right. Let me be clear; the protection of our nation’s air traveling passengers and aviation is paramount. 
CBP’s critical mission in protecting our Homeland must remain its top priority, particularly in high-threat areas 
such as Newark Liberty Airport and throughout northern New Jersey. 

With that said, it is my understanding that CBP is short on officers at its two inspection halls at Newark Liberty, 
which strains their ability to do their jobs and creates delays in processing time for incoming passengers. This 
may be exacerbated by the closing of one of these halls during weekday mornings, as well as Saturday 
evenings, due to lack of staffing. These closures would have nothing to do with lack of passengers to process, 
just lack of officers. 

I understand that 30 minutes is the standard Customs uses for how long it should take to process arriving 
passengers through Customs at Newark. However, I am told that sometimes the wait can take from an hour to 
two hours or more. I would like to know the average processing times for Customs at Newark airport and how 
that relates to other major international airport hubs, as well as the number of instances that time has exceeded 
one hour. Also, what is the target number of officers at Newark Airport and how many are currently staffed 
there? Are there any other efforts being undertaken by CBP to better manage its mission of processing 
passengers while ensuring overall safety, particularly during the busy summer season? 

ANSWER: 

CBP endeavors to process arriving passengers as quickly as possible consistent with national security and the 
enforcement of customs, immigration and agricultural regulations. Due to operational considerations such as 
weather, airline scheduling, airplane size, and facility constraints, CBP does not have a standard for processing 
arriving passengers through CBP. Nationally, CBP processed 73.4% of international travelers within 30 
minutes during the first quarter of FY 2012, and the rate for Newark was somewhat higher at 76%. 

Average wait times for Passenger Processing at Newark Liberty Internationa! Airport: 

• The average wait time (AWT) for CBP was 21.2 minutes in the first quarter of FY 2012, which was 
slightly lower than the national AWT of 21.7 minutes. Newark’s AWT has consistently been at or 
below the national average for the past 1 3 quarters. 

Number of instances that processing time has exceeded one hour 

• During first quarter of FY 2012, Newark processed nearly 96% of all international arrivals within 60 
minutes, a rate slightly higher than the national average of almost 95%. During the same period, 15.2% 

( 1 ,204) of the 6,723 arriving flights at Newark had one or more travelers who wailed more than 60 
minutes, whereas 1 7.7% of arriving flights nation-wide had one or more passengers wail more than 60 
minutes. 

Target number of officers at Newark Airport and currently onboard staff: 

• The target for Newark is not broken down by Airport and Seaport. Newark has a combined CBP 
Officer target of 733. The onboard staffing varies from day to day based on the priorities of the air and 
sea ports. New York Field Office reports that approximately 430 officers are currently assigned to the 
airport. 
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CBP is aggressively identifying and implementing strategies to manage the processing of passengers in the air 
environment while ensuring overall safety. For the remainder of FY 2012 and into 2013, CBP will implement 
the following multi-pronged approach: (1) Effective use of existing resources such as limiting leave usage, 
training, and administrative duties during peak travel times; allocating overtime funding to supplement regularly 
scheduled staff; and optimizing the scheduling of officers; (2) Partnerships with carriers and airport authorities 
on facilitation measures such as Express Connect and One Stop to speed travelers through the arrival process 
and prevent missed connections; and (3) Enhanced risk segmentation through increases in trusted traveler 
membership, such as the Global Entry Program which allows expedited clearance for pre-approved, low-risk air 
travelers upon arrival in the United States. Global Entry members utilize automated kiosks located at one of 20 
airports when entering the United Slates and clear CBP inspectional processing 70% faster than general 
passenger processing. 
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Question; Please provide a table that shows all CBP funds expended for travel related to 
API global in FY 2009-2012 year to date. Include the names of the all individuals 
traveling, location(s) visited, total days/partial days, and total cost. 


ANSWER: [As requested, please see attached/accompanying Excel spread sheet for 
QFR#6] 


CBP has included locations, dates of travel, and cost. Employee names have been 
replaced with non-specific designators, for operational and personnel security as linking 
specific employees to a specific project, and frequently visited countries, could pose a 
personnel security risk for CBP employees while abroad. CBP has also replaced one 
country name with the designator “Country 1 .” Information regarding collaboration with 
this country is classified and can be provided to the committee in an appropriate setting. 

Question: Please provide an updated inventory by location of deployed large-scale Nil 
systems. Including planned investments. Please reflect any additional or replacement 
acquisitions still coming in FY 2012 and planned for FY 2013. 

ANSWER; Table 1 provides an inventory of large-scale Nil systems deployed to 
domestic ports of entry and Border Patrol field locations. Table 2 lists the large scale Nil 
systems CBP has under contract from prior fiscal years, but has yet to deploy. CBP does 
not plan to acquire additional large-scale Nil systems in FY 2012 or FY2013. 


Table 1 — Domestically Deployed Large Scale Nil (March 2012) 


System Type 

Location 

(BP after location indicates 
Border Patrol) 

LEMXR 

Ajo BP 

LEMXR 

Alamogordo BP 

LEMXR 

Alamogordo BP 

LEMGR 

Alexandria Bay 

LEMXR 

Alexandria Bay 

LEMXR 

Alpine BP 

LEMXR 

Alpine BP 

LEMXR 

Andrade 

HEMXR 

Baltimore 

LEMGR 

Baltimore 

LEFGR 

Blaine 

LERailGR 

Blaine 

LEMXR 

Blaine 

LEMXR 

Blythe_BP 
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LEMXR 

Blythe BP 

HEMXR 

Boston 

LEMXR 

Boston 

LEMXR 

Brown Field BP 

HEMXR 

Brownsville 

LEFGR 

Brownsville 

LEFGR 

Brownsville 

HEFXR 

Brownsville 

LEMXR 

Brownsville 

LEMXR 

Brownsville 

LEFGR 

Brownsville 

LEFGR 

Brownsville 

LEFGR 

Brownsville 

LEFGR 

Brownsville 

LERailGR 

Brownsville 

LEMXR 

Brownsville 

LEMGR 

Brunswick 

LEMGR 

Brunswick 

LEMGR 

Buffalo 

LEMGR 

Buffalo 

LERailGR 

Buffalo 

LEMXR 

Buffalo 

LEMGR 

Calais 

HEMXR 

Calexico East 

LEFXR 

Calexico East 

LEFGR 

Calexico East 


Calexico East 


Calexico East 

LEFGR 

Calexico East 

LEMXR 

Calexico East 

LEMXR 

Calexico East 

LERailGR 

Calexico West 

LEMXR 

Campo BP 

LEMXR 

Carrizo Springs BP 

LEMXR 

Casa Grande BP 

LEFGR 

Champlain 

LEMGR 

Champlain 

LERailGR 

Champlain 

LEMXR 

Champlain 

HEMXR 

Charleston-SC 

HEMXR 

Charleston-SC 

HEFXR 

Charleston-SC 

LEMGR 

Charleston-SC 

LEMGR 

Charleston-SC 

LEFGR 

Charleston-SC 

LEMGR 

Chicago 

LEMGR 

Columbus-NM 

LEMXR 

Columbus-NM 
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LEMXR 

Comstock BP 

LEFGR 

Del Rio 

LEMXR 

Del Rio 

LEMXR 

Del Rio BP 

LEMGR 

Derby Line 

LEFGR 

Detroit 

LEFGR 

Detroit 

LERailGR 

Detroit 

LEMXR 

Detroit 

LEMGR 

Douglas 

LEMXR 

Douglas 

LEMGR 

Dunseith 

LEMXR 

Eagle Pass 

LEFGR 

Eagle Pass 

LERailGR 

Eagle Pass 

LEMXR 

Eagle Pass 

LEMXR 

Eagle Pass BP 

LEMGR 

Eastport-ID 

LERailGR 

Eastport-ID 

HEMXR 

El Paso 

HEFXR 

El Paso 

HEFXR 

El Paso 

LEMXR 

El Paso 

LEMXR 

El Paso 


El Paso 


El Paso 


El Paso 

LEFGR 

El Paso 

LEFGR 

El Paso 

LEFGR 

El Paso 

LERailGR 

El Paso 

LERailGR 

El Paso 

LEMXR 

El Paso 

LEMXR 

Fabens 

LEMXR 

Falfurrias BP 

LEMXR 

Fort Brown BP 

HEMXR 

Freeport-TX 

LEMXR 

Freer BP 

LEMGR 

Grand Portage 

HEMXR 

Gulfport 

LEMGR 

Gulfport 

LEMXR 

Hebbronville BP 

LEMXR 

Hebbronville BP 

LEMXR 

Hebbronville BP 

HEFXR 

Hidalgo 

LEMXR 

Hidalgo 

LEFGR 

Hidalgo 

LEFGR 

Hidalgo 
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LEFGR 

HIdalqo 

LEFGR 

Hidalqo 

LEFGR 

HIdalqo 

LEMXR 

Hidalgo 

LEMGR 

Hiqhgate Springs 

LERailGR 

Highgate Springs 

LEMGR 

Honolulu 

LEMGR 

Houlton 

HEMXR 

Houston 

HEMXR 

Houston 

LEMGR 

Houston 

LEMGR 

Houston 

LEMGR 

Houston 

LEMXR 

Houston 

LEFGR 

Houston 

LEMXR 

Indio BP 

LEMXR 

Indio BP 

LEMGR 

International Falls 

LERailGR 

International Falls 

LERailGR 

Jackman 

HEMXR 

Jacksonville 

LEMGR 

Jacksonville 

LEFGR 

Jacksonville 

LEMXR 

Kingsville BP 

HEMXR 

Laredo 

HEFXR 

Laredo 

LEMXR 


LEMXR 

Laredo 

LEMXR 

Laredo 

LEMXR 

Laredo 

LEFXR 

Laredo 

LEFGR 

Laredo 

LEFGR 

Laredo 

LEFGR 

Laredo 

LEMGR 

Laredo 

LEFGR 

Laredo 

LEFGR 

Laredo 

LEFGR 

Laredo 

LEFGR 

Laredo 

LEFGR 

Laredo 

LEFGR 

Laredo 

LERailGR 

Laredo 

LEMXR 

Laredo 

LEMGR 

Laredo North BP 

LEMXR 

Laredo North BP 

LEMXR 

Laredo West BP 

LEMGR 

Las Cruces BP 

LEMXR 

Las Cruces BP 
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LEMXR 

Las Cruces BP 

HEMXR 

Los Anqeles 

HEMXR 

Los Angeles 

HEMXR 

Los Angeles 

HEMXR 

Los Angeles 

HEMXR 

Los Angeles 

LEMGR 

Los Angeles 

LEMGR 

Los Angeles 

LEMGR 

Los Angeles 

LEMXR 

Los Angeles 

LEFGR 

Los Angeles 

LEFGR 

Lukeville 

LEMXR 

Lukeville 

LEMXR 

Marfa BP 

LEMGR 

Massena 

LEMXR 

Mayaguez 

HEMXR 

Miami 

HEMXR 

Miami 

LEMGR 

Miami 

LEMXR 

Miami 

LEFGR 

Miami 

HEMXR 

Mobile 

LEMXR 

Murrieta BP 

LEMGR 

Naco 

HEMXR 

New Orleans 

LEMGR 

New Orleans 

HEMXR 

Newark 

HEMXR 

Newark 

HEMXR 

Newark 

LEFGR 

Newark 

LEMGR 

Newark 

LEMGR 

Newark 

LEMGR 

Newark 

LEFGR 

Newark 

LEFGR 

Newark 

LEMXR 

Newark 

HEMXR 

Nogales 

LEMXR 

Nogales 

LEFXR 

Nogales 

LEFGR 

Nogales 

LEFGR 

Nogales 

LERailGR 

Nogales 

LEMXR 

Nogales 

LEMXR 

Nogales BP 

HEMXR 

Norfolk 

HEMXR 

Norfolk 

LEMGR 

Norfolk 

LEMGR 

Norfolk 
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LERailGR 

Norton 

LEFGR 

Ogdensburg 

LEMGR 

Oroville 

LEFXR 

Otav Mesa 

LEFGR 

Otav Mesa 

LEFGR 

Otav Mesa 

LEMGR 

Otav Mesa 

LEMGR 

Otav Mesa 

LEFGR 

Otav Mesa 

LEFGR 

Otav Mesa 

LEFXR 

Otav Mesa 

LEFXR 

Otav Mesa 

LEMGR 

Panama Citv 

LEFGR 

Pembina 

LEMGR 

Pembina 

LERailGR 

Pembina 

LERailGR 

Pembina 

HEMXR 

Philadelphia 

LEMGR 

Philadelphia 

HEMXR 

Port Everglades 

LEFGR 

Port Everglades 

LEMGR 

Port Everglades 

LEFGR 

Port Everglades 

LEMGR 

Port Hueneme 

LEMGR 

Port Huron 

LERailGR 

Port Huron 

LERailGR 

Port Huron 

LEMXR 

Port Huron 

LEMGR 

Portal 

LERailGR 

Portal 

HEMXR 

Portland-OR 

LEMGR 

Portland-OR 

LEMGR 

Presidio 

LEMXR 

Presidio 

LEMXR 

Progreso 

LEMXR 

Progreso 

LEFGR 

Rio Grande Citv 

LEMXR 

Rio Grande Citv 

LEMGR 

Roma 

LEMXR 

Roma 

LEMGR 

Roosville 

LEMGR 

Saint Thomas 

HEMXR 

San Francisco 

HEMXR 

San Francisco 

LEMGR 

San Francisco 

HEMXR 

San Juan 

LEMGR 

San Juan 

LEMGR 

San Juan 
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HEMXR 

San Luis 

LEFGR 

San Luis 

LEMXR 

San Luis 

LERailGR 

San Ysidro 

LEMXR 

San Ysidro 

LEMXR 

San Ysidro 

LEFXR 

San Ysidro 

LEFGR 

Santa Teresa 

LEMGR 

Sault Sainte Marie 

LERailGR 

Sault Sainte Marie 

LEMXR 

Sault Sainte Marie 

HEMXR 

Savannah 

HEMXR 

Savannah 

LEFGR 

Savannah 

LEFGR 

Savannah 

HEMXR 

Seattle 

HEMXR 

Seattle 

LEMGR 

Seattle 

LEMGR 

Seattle 

LEFGR 

Seattle 

LEMXR 

Sierra Blanca BP 

LEMXR 

Sonoita BP 

LEMGR 

Sumas 

LEMGR 

Sumas 

LEMXR 

Swanton BP 

LEFGR 

Sweetqrass 

LEMGR 

Sweetqrass 

LERailGR 

Sweetqrass 

HEMXR 

Tacoma 

LEMGR 

Tacoma 

HEMXR 

Tampa 

LEMGR 

Tampa 

LEFGR 

Tecate 

LEMXR 

Tecate 

LERailGR 

Trout River 

LEMXR 

Tucson BP 

LEMXR 

Uvalde BP 

LERailGR 

Vanceboro 

LEMXR 

Wellton BP 

LEMGR 

West Palm Beach 

LEMXR 

West Palm Beach 

LEMXR 

Wilcox BP 

LEMXR 

Wilcox BP 

LEMXR 

Wilcox BP 

LEMGR 

Wilminqton-DE 

HEMXR 

Wilminqton-NC 

LEMXR 

Ysleta BP 
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Table 1 Legend 

HEFXR 

High Energy Fixed X-Ray 

HEMXR 

High Energy Mobile X-Ray 

LEFGR 

Low Energy Fixed Gamma Ray 

LEFXR 

Low Energy Fixed X-Ray 

LEMGR 

Low Energy Mobile Gamma Ray 

LEMXR 

Low Energy Mobile X-Ray 

LRRailGR 

Low Energy Rail Gamma Ray 


FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 


WARNING: This document is FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY (FOUO). It contains information that may be exempt from public 
release under the Freedom of Information Act (5 U.S.C. 552). fr is to be controlled, stored, handled, transmitted, distributed, and 
disposed of in accordance with Department of Homeland Security (DHS) pcrficy relating to FOUO information and is not to be 
released to the public or other personnel who do not have a valid “need-to-know” without prior approval of m authorized DHS 
official. 




523 


FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

LAW ENFORCEMENT SENSITIVE 


Table 2 — Nil Systems Under Contract (March 2012) 


System 

Type 

Planned Location 

Fiscal Year 

Est. Deployment 

New or 
Replacement 

HEMXR 

Brownsville, TX 

2012 

Replacement 

LEFXR 

Brownsville, TX 

2012 

New 

HEFXR 

Calais, ME 

2013 

New 

HEFXR 

Calexico, CA 

2012 

Replacement 

LEFXR 

Calexico, CA 

2012 

New 

LEFXR 

Calexico, CA 

2012 

New 

LEFGR 

Champlain, NY 

2012 

New 

HEFXR 

Champlain, NY 

2013 

New 

LEFXR 

Columbus, NM 

2013 

New 

HEFXR 

Detroit, Ml 

2012 

New 

LEFXR 

Douglas, AZ 

2013 

New 

HEMXR 

Eagle Pass. TX 

2012 

Replacement 

LEFXR 

El Paso, TX 

2012 

New 

LEFXR 

El Paso, TX 

2012 

New 

LEFXR 

El Paso, TX 

2012 

New 

LEFXR 

El Paso, TX 

2012 

New 

LEFXR 

El Paso, TX 

2012 

New 

LEFXR 

El Paso, TX 

2012 

New 

LEFXR 

Fabens, TX 
(T ornillo/Guadalupe) 

2013 

New 

HEFXR 

Fabens, TX 
(Tornillo/Guadaluoe) 

2013 

New 

HEMXR 


2012 

Replacement 

LEFXR 

Hidalgo, TX 

2012 

New 

HEMXR 

Laredo, TX 

2012 

Replacement 

HEMXR 

Laredo, TX 


Replacement 

HEMXR 

Laredo, TX 

mmmmm 

Replacement 

HEFXR 

Laredo, TX 

2012 

Replacement 

HERailGR 

Laredo, TX 


Replacement 

LEFXR 

Laredo, TX 

2012 

New 

LEFXR 

Laredo, TX 

2012 

New 

HEFXR 

Massena, NY 

2013 

New 

HEMXR 

Los Angeles, CA 

2012 

Replacement 

HEMXR 

Newark, NJ 

2012 

Replacement 

HEMXR 

Nogales, AZ 

2012 

Replacement 

HEFXR 

Nogales, AZ 

2013 

New 

LEFXR 

Nogales, AZ 

2013 

New 

LEFXR 

Nogales, AZ 

2013 

New 

LEFXR 

Nogales, AZ 

2013 

New 

HEFXR 

Otay Mesa, CA 

2012 

Replacement 

LEFXR 

Presidio. TX 

2013 

New 

LEFGR 

Progreso, TX 

2012 

New 

LEFXR 

Progreso (Rio Bravo), 
TX 

2012 

New 
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HEFXR 

San Luis. AZ 

2012 

Replacement 

LEFXR 

San Luis, AZ 

2013 

New 

LEFXR 

Santa Teresa, NM 

2013 

New 

LEFXR 

San Ysidro, CA 

2012 

New 


Table 2 Legend 

HEMXR 

High Energy Mobile X-Ray 

HEFXR 

High Energy Fixed X-Ray 

HERailGR 

High Energy Rail Gamma Ray 

LEFXR 

Low Energy Fixed X-Ray 

LEFGR 

Low Energy Fixed Gamma Ray 


Question: As Nil equipment ages, what is the impact to operations? How much of the 
current equipment sits idle because of maintenance or manpower issues? 

ANSWER: 

As equipment ages, its efficiency degrades and it is subject to more service needs and 
breakdowns. This may lead to increased operations and maintenance costs and down 
time negatively impacting the effectiveness of the Ports as examinations will take more 
time. Additional impacts to operations may include: 

• Decreased Nil imaging systems capability at land, air and sea POEs and 
international mail facilities. 

• Increased risk of equipment failure, inability to obtain parts and increased 
maintenance costs to repair systems where parts can be found. 

• Increased processing time because Interdiction and Detection technologies require 
about l/16th of time required for manual inspections. 

• Increase in overtime expenditures. 

• Trade and travel delays due to more manual examinations. 

• Increase worker compensation cases due to injuries as a result of more 
manual examinations. 

• Potential rise of illicit cargo and goods entering into the commerce of the U.S. 

Approximately 2.72 percent of current equipment sits idle because of maintenance. In 
FY 2011, the average system operational time was 97.28 percent. 
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